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U radu se predstavlja srednjovjekovno arheološko nalazište Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, koje se sastoji 
od tri objekta – zemljane utvrde te dva kamena objekta, vjerojatno sakralne namjene. Arheološki 
spomenički sklop na Mihalju, na kojem do danas nisu provedena arheološka iskopavanja, ali koji 
se ukazuje kao važan i nadasve zanimljiv lokalitet za srednjovjekovnu arheologiju, stavljen je u uži 
vremenski i prostorni kontekst, i to na osnovi multidisciplinarnog sagledavanja rezultata povijesno-
topografskih istraživanja, vanjskih arheoloških morfoloških obilježja samog lokaliteta te razmatra-
nja analognih srednjovjekovnih arheoloških nalazišta tog tipa na širem prostoru.
Ključne riječi: Kalničko prigorje, Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, zemljana utvrda, sakralna arhitektura,
                             srednji  vijek
This paper presents a mediaeval archaeological site at Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, which consists of 
three structures – an earthen fortification and two stone structures, probably with a sacral function. 
The archaeological monumental complex on Mihalj, where to this day no archaeological excavati-
ons have been carried out, but which shows itself to be an important and above all interesting site for 
mediaeval archaeology, is placed into a narrower chronological and spatial context, on the basis of 
multidisciplinary analysis of the results of historical-topographical research, external archaeological 
morphological features of the site itself and the study of analogous mediaeval archaeological sites 
of that type in the wider area.
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Kalnik i širi potkalnički kraj oduvijek su plijenili pozor-
nost i predstavljali primamljivo mjesto za naseljavanje, oso-
bito u nemirnijim razdobljima ljudske prošlosti. Tada su hri-
di i nepristupačni brjegovi, prekriveni gustim šumama, bili 
prikladna skloništa i pribježišta stanovništvu, naseljenom 
u obližnjim pitomijim udolinama i kotlinama. Južne terase 
kalničkog lanca naseljavane su od kasnog brončanog doba 
(Kalnik-Igrišče), a zaravan podno samih zidina Starog grada 
Kalnika naseljavana je još u eneolitiku. Na širem su području 
dokazani tragovi života u mlađem željeznom dobu te antici, 
zatim ranom srednjem vijeku s dva istraživana bjelobrdska 







Kalnik and the wider area below Kalnik have always at-
tracted attention and represented an attractive spot for set-
tlement, particularly during more turbulent periods of human 
history. In those times the steep rocks and inaccessible hills, 
covered with thick forests, formed suitable shelters and refu-
ges for the people inhabiting the nearby more gentle valleys 
and basins. The southern terraces of the Kalnik chain have 
been settled since the late Bronze Age (Kalnik-Igrišče), while 
the plateau immediately below the walls of the Old Town of 
Kalnik had been settled as early as the eneolithic. In the wider 
area there is evidence of traces of living in the late Iron Age 
and classical antiquity, and then in the early Middle Ages with 
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razdoblju kasnog srednjeg vijeka, podizanjem tvrdog grada 
na Velikom Kalniku, uz kojeg se veže legenda da se u njega 
kralj Bela IV. sklonio pred Tatarima.
Istočni dio Kalničkoga gorja otvara se dolinom glibokog 
potoka, dalje na istok prema ravnoj podravini, a Kamešni-
com i glogovnicom prema jugu i srednjovjekovnom kra-
ljevskom gradu Križevcima, središtu velike srednjovjekovne 
Križevačke županije.
Na istočnim obroncima kalničkog gorja, u šumovitom i 
brjegovitom krajoliku bogatom izvorima i tekućicama, kri-
ju se, čini se, još brojna stručnjacima nepoznata nalazišta. 
u ovom ćemo se radu posvetiti arheološkom nalazištu Vo-
jakovački Osijek-Mihalj,2 koje je na određen način, nalazom 
kamene kustodije, ušlo u stručnu literaturu još početkom 
20. st. (Brunšmid 1912, 149, br. 838; registar 1997, br. 667). 
No točan položaj nalaza i nalazišta nije bio poznat, a tijekom 
2.	Prvi	opis	lokaliteta	Vojakovački	Osijek-Mihalj	iznijela	sam	u	magistar-













nik area entered the scene of history particularly in the late 
Middle Ages with the construction of a fortified town on Veli-
ki Kalnik, for which the legend says that in it even king Bela IV 
took refuge before the Tatars.
The eastern part of the Kalnik Mountain opens with the 
gliboki potok valley further east toward lowland podravina, 
while by way of Kamešnica and glogovnica it opens towards 
south and the mediaeval royal town of Križevci, the seat of 
the large mediaeval Križevci county.
It seems that many sites unknown to the scholars are still 
hiding on the eastern slopes of the Kalnik mountain, in a fo-
rested and hilly landscape rich in springs and running water 
courses. In this paper we shall dedicate our attention to the 
archaeological site of Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj,2 which was 
introduced, in a way, into the scholarly literature as early as 
the beginning of the 20th century by the find of a stone ta-
2.	I	provided	the	first	description	of	the	site	of	Vojakovački	Osijek-Mihalj	







of	Mihalj	–which	appears	 to	be	an	 important	and	above	all	 interesting	
site	for	mediaeval	archaeology	in	spite	of	the	fact	that	no	archaeological	





Sl. 1 položaj nalazišta Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, izvadak iz TK 1: 25 000 (državna geodetska uprava, Slanje 272-3-1)
Fig. 1 The position of the site of Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, excerpt from a TM 1:25000 (State Geodetic Directorate, Slanje 272-3-1)
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gotovo stotinu godina nije zaokupilo pozornost stručnjaka, 
izuzev katalogiziranja nalaza kustodije (Valentić 1969, 100, 
br. 57), da bi tek posljednjih godina nanovo bilo spomenu-
to. Međutim, autori koji su u novijoj literaturi komentirali ili 
spomenuli lokalitet nisu ga, čini se, obišli jer nigdje nije izne-
sen opis svih elemenata tog arheološkog nalazišta (Balog 
2003, 21, 54; pavleš 2004, 43).
Nalazište je smješteno oko 1,5 km sjevernije od sela Vo-
jakovački Osijek, na brdu Mihalj koje se nalazi zapadno od, 
u stručnoj literaturi već više puta spominjanog i u srednjo-
vjekovnim povijesnim izvorima poznatog, brda gradec (sl. 
1). Vrh brda Mihalj nalazi se na 399 m n/m, a gradeca 366 m 
n/m. u oko 200 m dubokoj uskoj usjeklini između njih teče 
glogovnica. Ta rječica, koja u svom gornjem toku obiluje bi-
strom gorskom vodom, nastaje iz mreže izvora i potoka u 
području oko 3-4 km sjevernije od lokaliteta Mihalj. dalje 
prema jugu glogovnica teče uskom kotlinom, koja se ispred 
sela Marinovac i donja glogovnica otvara u široku dolinu, u 
bernacle (Brunšmid 1912, 149, No. 838; registar 1997, No. 667). 
however, the exact position of the finds and the site was un-
known, and for almost a century it failed to attract attention 
of the scholars – apart from the cataloguing of the find of the 
tabernacle (Valentić 1969, 100, No. 57) – and it was only in re-
cent years that it has been mentioned again. however, the 
authors that mentioned the site or commented on it in the 
recent literature have in all likelihood not visited it, as nobody 
provided a description of all elements of that archaeological 
site (Balog 2003, 21, 54; pavleš 2004, 43).
The site is located some 1,5 km north of the village of 
Vojakovački Osijek, on the Mihalj hill, which lies west of the 
gradec hill, known from mediaeval historical sources and in 
many instances mentioned in scholarly literature (fig. 1). The 
peak of the Mihalj hill lies at 399 m a.s.l. and that of the gradec 
hill lies at 366 m a.s.l. The glogovnica river runs through a 200 
m deep narrow gorge between them. That small river, which 
abounds in clear mountain water in its upper course, is formed 
from a network of springs and streams in an area at some 3-4 
km distance to the north of the site of Mihalj. further south 
the glogovnica runs through a narrow basin, which opens in 
front of the villages of Marinovac and donja glogovnica into 
a broad valley, already in a more gentle landscape. The site 
itself is situated on a plateau (240 m a.s.l.) that extends in the 
north-south direction along the eastern spur of the high, wo-
oded and somewhat wild hill of Mihalj. West of the site, from 
the Mihalj hill, a brook springs, which runs toward the basin 
of the glogovnica river across the plateau, some 80 m north 
of the archaeological complex. The spring is presently active, 
but the brook runs dry before it reaches the hillside.
In 2000 the archaeologists were introduced to the exact 
position of the site.3 On that occasion it was perceived that 
the site represents a single archaeological complex that con-
sists of three structures:
A) an earthen fortification located on the hill slope to-
wards the glogovnica basin;
B) a stone-built structure, gently elongated in the east-
west direction, lying southwest of the fortification, and
C) an oval-circular stone structure lying north of the elon-
gated structure B (fig. 2-5).4
The first structure (structure A) within the mediaeval mo-
numental complex on Mihalj clearly indicates by its characte-
ristic morphological features that it was a structure that ser-
ved as a fortification (fig. 5). The choice of the spot itself was 
governed by a clear motif – the position of the fortification 
is a convenient strategic point that offers an excellent view 
over the glogovnica valley. It is an earthen fortification with 
a square-shaped central elevation with rounded edges, sur-
rounded by a deep ditch and a rampart on the northern, we-









4.	The	 distance	 between	 these	 three	 sites	 (measured	 from	 their	 central	
points)	is:	structure	A	–	structure	B:	90	m;	structure	B	–	structure	C:	37	
m;	structure	A	–	structure	C:	77	m.
Sl. 3 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, zračni snimak (dgu, SZ hrvatska, 
snimak 5051, niz 7)
Fig. 3 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, air photograph (SGD, NW Croatia, 
photograph 5051, series 7)
Sl. 2 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, TK 1:5000 (dgu, Koprivnica 11)
Fig.2 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, TM 1:5000 (SGD, Koprivnica 11)
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već pitomijem krajoliku. Sam lokalitet smješten je na zarav-
ni (240 m n/m) koja se pruža u pravcu sjever-jug duž istočne 
kose visokog, pošumljenog i pomalo divljeg brda Mihalj. 
Zapadno od lokaliteta, iz brda Mihalj, izvire potočić koji pre-
ko zaravni, a oko 80 m sjeverno od arheološkoga komplek-
sa, teče prema kotlini glogovnice. danas je izvor aktivan, no 
potok presušuje prije padine. 
godine 2000. s točnim položajem lokaliteta upoznati su 
arheolozi.3 Tom prigodom zamijećeno je kako se radi o jed-
nom, arheološkom kompleksu koji se sastoji od tri objekta: 









eastern side, where the site is defended by a natural hillside 
that steeply slopes down to the narrow basin of the glogo-
vnica river. On the basis of such morphological features we 
can classify the fortification as a type of elevated fortification 
of the so-called horseshoe shape. The plateau of the central 
elevation occupies a rectangular surface whose longer side 
is 31,70 m long (E-W), while the shorter one is 26,60 m long 
(N-S). The rampart on the western side is only slightly raised 
from the surrounding ground, while in the south and north 
it is more prominently raised – from 1,50 to 2,50 m. The cen-
tral elevation is about half a meter higher than the rampart, 
and up to a meter on the western side (the least defended 
one), considering that the rampart is lower on that side. The 
ditch is on average 4,50 m deep from the surface of the cen-
tral elevation, and around 3,70 m measured from the top of 
the rampart. The rampart is around 10 m wide at its base and 
2,70 near the top; the bottom of the ditch is 4,20 m wide at 
the northern and southern sides, and around 6 m at the we-
stern one. The distance from the edge of the rampart top to 
the edge of the top of the central elevation is 12-14 m at the 
north and south, and 17 m at the west. The plateau of the 
fortification therefore occupies a surface of around 870 m2, 
while together with the surrounding fortification system (the 
ditch, the rampart) the surface of the fortification is around 
4100 m2.
The fortification was erected on a prominent hill slope 
that was used as a defensive element. The soil from the exca-
vation of the defensive ditch was used for the construction of 
the rampart and the raised central elevation, which was eve-
ned and leveled. On a part of the rampart at the northern si-
de we noticed stones, which either arrived accidentally in the 
rampart when it was being built or were intentionally used 
for the reinforcement of the rampart. Traces of possible solid 
structures on the fortification itself have not been perceived 
so one can presume that one or several wooden structures 
were erected on it. By sweeping away the forest leaves in se-
veral places on the central elevation of the fortification, we 
noticed a substantial portion of red fired clay in the forest hu-
mus, which leads us to assume that the wooden fortification 
was destroyed in a fire.
The second, longitudinal structure (structure B) is situated 
on the forest edge, under a detached grove that is 1,5-2 m 
higher than the surrounding terrain. Its outlines are unclear 
and one traces them by means of depressions5 and heaps of 
forest humus, below which one occasionally makes out the 
stone structure. The approximate dimensions of the collap-
sed structure are 25 x 16 m, and it is oriented with its longer 
part in the northeast-southwest direction. Only an archaeo-
logical excavation would provide means for determination of 
the dimensions of the construction built of stone, which may 
have extended over an even larger surface.
The third structure (structure C) has an oval-circular shape, 
it is directed east-west with a slight tilt towards north (dimen-
sions 14,60 x 11 m east-west / north-south), it is overgrown 
by a grove in the middle of a meadow, consists of a raised 
circular enclosure on which a stone structure is discernible 





Sl. 4 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, geodetski snimak, 2d ortogo-
nalna projekcija (snimak i obrada T. Tkalčec)
Fig. 4 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, geodetic image, 2D orthogonal 
projection (image and processing by T. Tkalčec)
Sl. 5 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, geodetski snimak, 3d ortogo-
nalna projekcija (snimak i obrada T. Tkalčec
Fig. 5 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, geodetic image, 3D orthogonal 
projection (image and processing by T. Tkalčec)
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B) objekt građen od kamena, blago izdužen u smjeru 
istok-zapad, smješten jugozapadno od utvrde i
C) ovalno-kružni kameni objekt koji se nalazi sjeverno 
od izduženog objekta B (sl. 2-5).4 
prvi objekt (objekt A) unutar srednjovjekovnog spome-
ničkog sklopa na Mihalju, svojim karakterističnim oblikov-
nim značajkama jasno ukazuje na to kako se radi o objektu 
fortifikacijskog karaktera (sl. 5). Jasan je i motiv za odabir 
samog mjesta – položaj utvrde predstavlja povoljnu stra-
tešku točku s koje se pruža odličan pregled nad glogovnič-
kom udolinom. radi se o zemljanoj utvrdi, čije je središnje 
uzvišenje kvadratičnog oblika zaobljenih rubova, okruženo 
dubokim jarkom i bedemom sa sjeverne, zapadne i južne 
strane (sl. 6). Na istočnoj strani nema bedema već je loka-
litet prirodno branjen padinom koja se strmo obrušava u 
usku kotlinu rijeke glogovnice. Na osnovi takvih oblikovnih 
značajki utvrdu možemo svrstati u tip visinskih utvrda tzv. 
potkovičastog oblika. Zaravan središnjeg uzvišenja zauzi-
ma četvrtastu plohu, čija duža stranica iznosi 31,70 m (I-Z), 
a kraća 26,60 m (S-J). Bedem je na zapadnoj strani tek blago 
povišen od okolnog terena, dok je na južnoj i sjevernoj stra-
ni izraženije povišen – od 1,50 do 2,50 m. Središnje uzviše-
nje nadvisuje bedem za oko pola metra, a na zapadnoj (naj-
slabije branjenoj strani) i do metar, s obzirom da je bedem 
na toj strani niži. dubina jarka iznosi u prosjeku 4,50 m od 
površine središnjeg uzvišenja, odnosno oko 3,70 m mjereno 
od vrha bedema. širina bedema pri njegovom dnu iznosi 
oko 10 m, a pri vrhu oko 2,70 m, dno jarka širine je 4,20 m na 
sjevernoj i južnoj strani, odnosno oko 6 m na zapadnoj. uda-
ljenost od ruba vrha bedema do ruba vrha središnje zaravni 
iznosi 12-14 m na sjevernoj i južnoj strani, odnosno 17 m na 
zapadnoj strani. Stoga, zaravan utvrde zauzima površinu od 
oko 870 m2, a s okolnim fortifikacijskim sustavom (jarak, be-
dem) površina utvrde iznosi oko 4100 m2. 
utvrda je podignuta na istaknutoj padini brijega, koja je 




i.e. depressed with regard to the raised circular enclosure, and 
without traces of possible partition walls. The circular enclo-
sure is around 0,8-1 m raised above the surrounding ground. 
It seems that it does not close full circle at the south, being 
partly open instead. 
As the third structure lies in the immediate vicinity of two 
indisputably archaeological structures, it can be presumed 
that it is likewise a mediaeval building made of stone. Could 
we imagine here a church of a circular ground-plan, a roma-
nesque rotunda?6 If this is so, then the dating of the entire 
archaeological complex would be earlier than it first appea-
red. Or, on the other hand, this is a structure with a different 
function within the mediaeval complex? Likewise, we cannot 
neglect here the fact that no archaeological excavation has 
been carried out so far and that in this case on the basis of 
the surface survey of the ground we cannot rely too much on 
the appearance of the collapsed structure, covered by forest 
humus. Similar traces are left by some other structures after 
their collapse and decomposition. for instance, if we take 
into consideration the fact that production of charcoal and 
lime has been accustomed in this area, this circular structu-
re might represent the remains of a lime kiln.7 however, the 
dimensions of structure C and circumstances of its position 
next to the other two archaeological structures would speak 
in favour of the thesis that this structure likewise represents a 
building that belonged to the mediaeval monumental com-
plex on Mihalj.
It is obvious from the description that structure A belongs 
to an archaeological site of defensive character. There is no 
confirmation about the existence of a site of that type in the 
Mihalj area in the known historical sources, but based on of 
similar defensive sites in the wider area of central Croatia, we 
shall try to put forward some proposals regarding the fun-
ction and dating of the Mihalj fortification in the remaining 
text.
On the other hand, structures B and C can probably be 
brought into connection with the existence of sacral architec-
ture, of which today only the stone tabernacle has remained 
preserved. The tabernacle was given to the then National 
Museum in Zagreb in 1900 by the town physician in Križevci, 
dr. fran gundrum Oriovčanim. The find was taken over by J. 
6.	My	attention	was	drawn	to	the	information	about	the	construction	of	the	























Sl. 6 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, objekt A (utvrda), južni dio 
obrambenog jarka, pogled zapad-istok (snimila T. Tkalčec)
Fig. 6 Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, structure A (the fortification), sou-
thern part of the defensive ditch, a view west-east (photo by T. 
Tkalčec)
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jarka od izbačene zemlje formiran je bedem i povišeno sre-
dišnje uzvišenje koje je poravnato i iznivelirano. Na dijelu 
bedema na sjevernoj strani zamijećeno je kamenje, koje je ili 
slučajno dospjelo u bedem prigodom njegova oblikovanja 
ili je njime možda bedem namjerno pojačan. Tragovi even-
tualnih čvrstih struktura na samoj utvrdi nisu zamijećeni, te 
je za pretpostaviti kako je na njoj bio podignut jedan ili više 
drvenih objekata. Odgrnuvši šumsko lišće na više mjesta na 
središnjem uzvišenju utvrde, zamijećen je u šumskom hu-
musu znatni udio crveno zapečene zemlje, što nas upućuje 
na pretpostavku da je drvena utvrda stradala u požaru.
drugi, longitudinalni objekt (objekt B) nalazi se na rubu 
šume, pod izdvojenim šumarkom na terenu koji nadvisuje 
okolicu za 1,5-2 m. Obrisi su mu nejasni, a očituju se u vi-
du udolina5 i nasipa šumskog humusa, ispod kojeg se dije-
lom nazire kamena struktura. Okvirne dimenzije urušenog 
objekta iznose 25 x 16 m, a orijentiran je dužim dijelom u 
pravcu sjeveroistok-jugozapad. Tek bi se arheološkim isko-
pavanjem definirali gabariti zdanja podignutog iz kamena, 
koje se možda pružalo i većom površinom. 
Treći objekt (objekt C) ovalno-kružnog oblika, usmjeren 
istok-zapad s laganim otklonom prema sjeveru (dimenzije 
14,60 x 11 m istok-zapad / sjever-jug), zarastao u šumarak 
usred livade, sastoji se od povišenog prstenastog vijenca 
na kojem se ispod šumskog humusa i lišća nazire kamena 
struktura, dok je unutrašnjost ravna, tj. u odnosu na povi-
šeni prstenasti vijenac udubljena i bez tragova eventualnih 
pregradnih zidova. prstenasti vijenac uzdiže se za oko 0,8-1 
m nad okolnim terenom. Čini se da na južnoj strani vijenac 
ne zatvara puni krug, već je dijelom otvoren.
Kako se treći objekt nalazi u neposrednoj blizini dvaju 
nedvojbenih arheoloških objekata, za pretpostaviti je ka-
ko i on predstavlja neko srednjovjekovno zdanje građeno 
od kamena. Možemo li pomišljati na crkvu kružnog tlorisa, 
romaničku rotundu?6 ukoliko je tome tako, tada bi i dataci-
ja čitavog arheološkoga kompleksa bila starija nego što se 
isprva čini. Ili se, pak, radi o nekom objektu drukčije namje-
ne unutar srednjovjekovnoga kompleksa? Također, ne smi-
jemo ovdje zanemariti činjenice da arheološka istraživanja 
nisu provedena te da se na osnovi površinskog pregleda te-
rena u ovom slučaju ne možemo previše oslanjati na izgled 
urušene strukture, prekrivene šumskim humusom. Naime, 
slične tragove ostavljaju i neki drugi objekti nakon urušenja 
i razgradnje. pa bi tako, uzmemo li u obzir i činjenicu kako 
je u ovom kraju uobičajena proizvodnja ugljena i vapna, taj 
kružni objekt mogao predstavljati ostatke neke vapnare, tj. 
vapnenice, peći za dobivanje vapna.7 Međutim, dimenzije 
5.	Duž	sjeverne	strane	zamjetan	je	zaseban	duboki	jarak	širine	oko	1,5	m,	
te	 istaknuti	 nasip.	Nije,	međutim,	 jasno	 radi	 li	 se	 o	 nekom	zidu	 ispod	
nasipa,	odnosno	urušenoj	arhitekturi	ili	je	riječ	o	obrambenim	dijelovima	
objekta?







jedne	 od	 desetak	 peći	 za	 vapno	 na	 području	Ravne	 gore.	Voditeljica	
istraživanja	istaknula	je	kako	su	i	prigodom	pregleda	navedenih	vapne-
Brunšmid, who did not date it with precision, but attributed 
it to the gothic period and recorded its dimensions: 112 x 
0,64 x 0,45 m (Brunšmid 1912, 149, No. 838). The same find 
was catalogued in the history Museum in 1969 by M. Valentić, 
who described it as a gothic tabernacle from the church of St. 
Michael (Sv. Mihovil) in Osek, the Križevci district, sandstone, 
h. 112 cm, wid. 64 cm, thick. 54 cm and dated it to the 15th 
century (Valentić 1969, 100, 101, No. 57). An illustration of the 
tabernacle was again reproduced in recent times in a book 
about the Križevci and Kalnik area in the Middle Ages (Balog 
2003, 60).
The toponym Mihalj points to the existence of a church 
dedicated to St. Michael (Mihovil, Mihael, Mihajlo, Mihalj).8 ho-
wever, the church of that patron saint is not known in that 
area. We shall therefore try, by looking at the results of the 
research of historians about mediaeval estates in the territory 
of the eastern Kalnik mountain, in the context of known histo-
rical sources about the existing sacral structures, to consider 
the possibilities of the attribution of the church on Mihalj to 
one of several religious orders that had been present in the 
wider area of the glogovnica and Kalnik.
Structure A at Mihalj belongs to the fortifications9 of the 
elevated type. The mediaeval elevated fortifications were bu-
ilt either on prominent hills in valleys or, which is more fre-
quent, in mountainous or peri-mountainous areas. They were 
mostly erected on peripheral parts of mountains and control-
led a broad valley (Borovljani-gradina, Bačkovica-gradina, 
donja glogovnica, Kutina-Turski Stol, Mala Črešnjevica, 
Mišinka-Klisa, Veliki poganac-šanac etc.) or a narrow rive-
rine valley between hills (Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, Velika 
Črešnjevica-Črešnjevac, Selište-Kutinec grad). Some of them 
were virtually inaccessible from the valley itself and were ac-
cessed instead probably from a wooden bridge from the hills 
in the hinterland (Tkalčec 2004, 242). The elevated mediae-
val fortifications in the Kalnik and Moslavina highland and 
foothills – in addition to Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj these are 
rasinja-Opoj grad and podgarić-gornja Josipovača – reach 
absolute heights of around 250 m a.s.l. On the other hand, 
certain elevated fortifications of the Kalnik and Bilogora spurs 
lie at around 180 m a.s.l. or so (Tkalčec 2004, 241), and their 
shared feature is that they are situated in a convenient po-
sition that offers a good view over the environs. In contrast 
to those, some fortifications have been perceived that are 
hidden in hilly forests and which lack a good view over the 
8.	Michael	is	one	of	the	seven	archangels.	The	archangels	are	individualized	
by	personal	names,	and	the	names	themselves	interpret	their	respective	
functions.	 Thus	Michael	 (Croatian:	Mihovil),	 Lat.	Michael<Hebrew 
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objekta C i okolnosti smještaja pored druga dva arheološka 
objekta, govorile bi u prilog tezi da i taj objekt predstavlja 
zdanje koje pripada srednjovjekovnom mihaljskom spome-
ničkom sklopu. 
Iz iznesenog opisa razvidno je kako objekt A pripada 
arheološkom lokalitetu obrambenog karaktera. potvrde o 
postojanju lokaliteta te vrste na području Mihalja ne nala-
zimo u poznatim povijesnim izvorima, no na osnovi sličnih 
obrambenih nalazišta na širem području središnje hrvatske, 
pokušat ćemo u daljnjem tekstu iznijeti neke prijedloge u 
vezi funkcije i datacije mihaljske utvrde. 
S druge strane, objekte B i C vjerojatno možemo pove-
zati s postojanjem sakralne arhitekture,  od koje nam je da-
nas ostala očuvana tek kamena kustodija, odnosno taber-
nakul. Tabernakul je 1900. god. tadašnjem Narodnom mu-
zeju u Zagrebu darovao gradski fizik u Križevcima, dr. fran 
gundrum Oriovčanim. Nalaz je preuzeo J. Brunšmid, koji ga 
ne datira preciznije, ali ga opredjeljuje u vrijeme gotike te 
navodi dimenzije 112 x 0,64 x 0, 45 m (Brunšmid 1912, 149, 
br. 838). Isti nalaz popisuje u povijesnom muzeju 1969. god. 
M. Valentić te ga opisuje kao gotički tabernakul iz crkve sv. 
Mihovila u Oseku, kotar Križevci, pješčenjak, v. 112 cm, šir. 
64 cm, deblj. 54 cm i datira u 15. st. (Valentić 1969, 100-101, 
br. 57). Slikovni prikaz kustodije u novije je vrijeme ponovo 
reproduciran u knjizi o križevačko-kalničkom području u 
srednjem vijeku (Balog 2003, 60). 
Toponim Mihalj upućuje nas na postojanje crkve posve-
ćene sv. Mihovilu (Mihaelu, Mihajlu, Mihalju).8 Međutim, cr-
kva takvoga titulara nije poznata na tom području. pokušat 
ćemo, stoga, sagledavajući rezultate istraživanja povjesni-
čara o srednjovjekovnim posjedima na području istočnog 
kalničkog kraja, a u kontekstu poznatih povijesnih izvora o 
postojećim sakralnim objektima, razmotriti mogućnosti pri-
padnosti crkve na Mihalju nekom od više crkvenih redova, 



























surrounding countryside, and consequently also lack the 
view over a possible neighbouring settlement. Such fortifica-
tions in all likelihood represented a refuge in turbulent times 
(purićani-galge), and their primary function was refugial, i.e. 
the primary importance was that of the seclusion of the si-
te itself and not the overview of the environs, a road or so-
mething similar.
The elevated fortifications consist of a central zone sur-
rounded by a fortification system (a defensive ditch, one or 
several ramparts). Likewise, additional zones are sometimes 
exploited next to the central elevation – plateau separated 
from the core of the fortification by an interior ditch, the so-
called double or multiple fortifications or gradišta (earthen 
fortifications). Mihalj belongs to the type of the elevated for-
tifications that consist of a fortification core, a defensive ditch 
and a rampart. As one side of the fortification is protected by 
a natural steep slope, no rampart was formed there so the 
central elevation remained open. Mihalj therefore, as we ha-
ve already pointed out, belongs to the elevated fortifications 
of the horseshoe type. The central elevations of the eleva-
ted fortifications of the horseshoe type vary from circular (V. 
Črešnjevica-Črešnjevac) and square (in addition to Mihalj this 
is also donja glogovnica) to the triangular ones (dominkovi-
ca-gradina) (Tkalčec 2004, 246).
It would be interesting to mention and quickly describe 
here the fortification in nearby donja glogovnica. The fortifi-
cation, an elevated earthen fortification of a horseshoe shape 
and a late mediaeval citadel are situated in the middle of the 
village on the position of the church of the Assumption of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary. The natural hill suitable for the control 
over the glogovnica valley is adjusted to the requirements 
of the fortification. The square-shaped central elevation with 
salient rounded corners (which hint at the existence of defen-
sive towers) measures 58 x 58 m (measured along the centre 
of the fortification), and the northern side with the farthest 
points is around 67 m long. It is surrounded by a 12 m wide 
rampart and a deep ditch (up to 23 m wide, around 10 m deep 
on the northern side), which are missing on the steep eastern 
side of the hill, by which they give the fortification an open, 
horseshoe shape (Tkalčec 2004, 79-83). The position provided 
a good overview of the valley of the glogovnica river towards 
the spring itself and of the river in the Kalnik hills.10 In the up-
per course of the glogovnica the valley is very narrow and it 
represented a natural communication between the southern 
and northern Kalnik foothills. Even though it has been pro-
ven that from ancient times the road routes went through the 
valley of the Kamešnica river –which lies more to the west– 
through the Vratno gorge and over the Kozji hrbat ridge11 to 
the northern side of the Kalnik, it can be presumed that, par-
ticularly in the Middle Ages, this communication via the glo-
govnica river and across the Sedlo pass and the drenovački 
potok stream to Slanje and the Bednja river valley was not 
neglected either. The fortification near the church of the Bles-
sed Virgin Mary in donja glogovnica was the second one on 






preserved	 to	 this	 day	 and	 it	 is	marked	 on	 topographic	maps,	 e.g.	TK	
1:25000,	Slanje,	272-3-1.
T. TKALČEC, VOJAKOVAČKI OSIJEK-MIhALJ, SrEdNJOVJEKOVNI ArhEOLOšKI KOMpLEKS NA gOrNJEM TOKu gLOgOVNICE, prIL. INST. ArhEOL. ZAgrEBu, 24/2007, STr. 453-472.
460
Mihaljski objekt A pripada utvrdama9 visinskog tipa. 
Srednjovjekovne visinske utvrde podizane su ili na ista-
knutim brjegovima u dolinama ili pak, što je učestalije, u 
gorskim i prigorskim područjima. Najčešće su podizane 
na rubnim dijelovima gorja i kontrolirale su široku dolinu 
(Borovljani-gradina, Bačkovica-gradina, donja glogovni-
ca, Kutina-Turski stol, Mala Črešnjevica, Mišinka-Klisa, Veliki 
poganac-šanac i dr.) ili usku riječnu dolinu između brjegova 
(Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj, Velika Črešnjevica-Črešnjevac, 
Selište-Kutinec grad). ponekima od njih pristup je praktično 
bio nemoguć iz same doline, već im se prilazilo vjerojatno 
preko drvenog mosta s brjegova u zaleđu (Tkalčec 2004, 
242). Visinske srednjovjekovne utvrde u kalničkom i mosla-
vačkom gorju te prigorju, uz Vojakovački Osijek-Mihalj to 
su rasinja-Opoj grad i podgarić-gornja Josipovača, dosižu 
apsolutne visine oko 250 m. pojedine, pak, visinske utvrde 
kalničkih i bilogorskih izdanaka nalaze se na kakvih 180 m 
n/m (Tkalčec 2004, 241), a značajka im je da su smještene 
na povoljnom položaju s kojeg se pruža dobar pregled nad 
okolicom. Za razliku od njih, zamijećene su utvrde koje su 
skrivene u brjegovitim šumama i s kojih se ne pruža dobar 
pregled nad okolicom, dakle niti nad mogućim obližnjim 
naseljem. Takve su utvrde vjerojatno predstavljale pribježi-
šte u nemirnim vremenima (purićani-galge), a prvenstvena 
im je funkcija bila refugijalna, odnosno od prvobitnog je 
značaja bila skrovitost same lokacije, a ne nadgledanje oko-
lice, prometnice ili slično. 
Visinske utvrde sastoje se od središnjeg prostora okru-
ženog fortifikacijskim sustavom (obrambeni jarak, bedem ili 
više njih). Također, uz središnje uzvišenje ponekad se iskori-
štavaju dodatni prostori, zaravni odijeljene od jezgre utvrde 
unutarnjim jarkom, tzv. dvojne ili višedijelne utvrde ili gra-
dišta. Mihalj pripada tipu visinskih utvrda koje se sastoje od 
utvrdbene jezgre, jednog obrambenog jarka i jednog bede-
ma. Kako je jedna strana utvrde štićena prirodnom strmom 
padinom, na tom dijelu nije formiran bedem te je središnje 
uzvišenje otvoreno. Stoga, kao što smo već istaknuli, Mihalj 
pripada visinskim utvrdama potkovičastog tipa. Središnja 
uzvišenja visinskih utvrda potkovičastog tipa oblicima vari-
raju od kružnih (V. Črešnjevica-Črešnjevac), kvadratičnih (uz 
Mihalj to je i donja glogovnica) ili trokutastih (dominkovi-
ca-gradina) (Tkalčec 2004, 246).
Zanimljivo je na ovom mjestu spomenuti i ukratko opi-
sati utvrdu u obližnjoj donjoj glogovnici. utvrda, visinsko 
gradište potkovičastog oblika i kasnosrednjovjekovni ka-
štel, nalaze se u središtu sela na položaju crkve uznesenja 
Blažene djevice Marije. prirodni brijeg s dobrom mogućno-
šću nadgledanja doline glogovnice, prilagođen je potreba-
ma utvrđenja. Kvadratično, središnje uzvišenje, istaknutih 
zaobljenih uglova (koje daju naslutiti postojanje obrambe-
nih kula) dimenzija je 58 x 58 m (mjereno sredinom utvrde), 
odnosno sjeverna stranica s najdaljim točkama iznosi oko 
67 m. Okruženo je bedemom širine 12 m i dubokim jarkom 
(šir. do 23 m, dubina oko 10 m na sjevernoj strani) koji su 





glogovnica. The position of Mihalj is in fact the first strategic 
point upstream the small river of glogovnica. Could it be that 
this defensive system included also the position with the indi-
cative name of gradec, situated opposite Mihalj, where traces 
of a fortification are still discernible today? Taking into consi-
deration the early mention of the gradec hill in the mediaeval 
historical documents, and the mention of earthen ramparts 
as early as the 13th century,12 it can be presumed that the forti-
fication on that position is of an even earlier origin. Conside-
ring that the ramparts on gradec are described as old at such 
an early date as 1244, in all probability they were not built 
for the defense against the Tatars, but are much older. In fact, 
the very toponym gradec, which was used for the hill and the 
land as early as the 13th century, likewise indicates that at that 
date people knew about the existence of an older fortified 
town or a fortification of some kind at that spot. however, wi-
thout archaeological excavations, the exact date of creation 
of that fortification on gradec will remain unknown.13
The similarity in the method of construction of the so-
mewhat smaller earthen fortification on Mihalj and the larger 
glogovnica fortification is considerable.
It is not known at what time the defensive ditch was dug 
and the rampart built around the church of the Assumption 
of the Blessed Virgin Mary in donja glogovnica. Was it on the 
occasion when the citadel of the glogovnica prepositure was 
built next to the church to the north, the citadel whose ground 
plan was discovered also in the archaeological excavations in 
1998 and 1999? The glogovnica sepulchral monastery and 
estate was transferred sometime after 1466 to the authority 
of the college of canons and the bishop of Zagreb. The cita-
del is mentioned as a castellum in 1500, when Andrija Alfonz 
Thuz, the brother of bishop Osvald Thuz, was the provost of 
the monastery. In 1543 a fortalicium is mentioned, and in 1553 
a castrum (heller 1978, 72). The prominent semicircular cor-
ners of the plateau of the glogovnica fortification would spe-
ak in favour of the existence of battery towers, characteristic 
for the period when fire-arms, in fact cannonry, were in use. 
This is confirmed also by archaeological finds from the exca-
vations, which date the citadel at the earliest to the second 
half or the very end of the 15th century or later.14 however, the-








(in vertice montis Graduch per antiquum cumulum terre, qui ettowen 
dicitur),	and	we	shall	mention	as	a	curiosity	also	that	I.	Kukuljević	pub-
lished	a	transcription	of	the	same	document	with	somewhat	different	data:	
ad antiquum cumulum terrae qui Ettowen Cecewey dicitur	(Kukuljević	
1891,	229).
13.	Ramparts	are	even	today	visible	on	the	northeastern	side	of	the	top	of	
Gradec,	 but	 it	 seems	 that	 remains	 of	 a	 stone	 construction	 are	 hidden	
beneath	 them.	D.	Vrbanac	 provided	 valuable	 information	 about	 the	
terminology	the	local	people	use	for	the	Gradec	hill	area.	These	by	and	
large	apply	to	the	eastern	side	and	hill	slope,	and	looked	from	the	north	
southwards	the	toponyms	are:	Stari Vrti, Stari Zdenac, Kraljev Zdenac. 
14.	The	author	of	the	text	took	part	in	the	1999	excavations	upon	the	invita-
tion	by	Z.	Homen	(the	Križevci	Municipal	Museum),	 the	 leader	of	 the	
excavation.	The	 excavation	 yielded	 fragments	 of	Gothic	 ceramic	 cups	
from	which	 the	 citadel	 commander	of	Glogovnica	 and	his	 folk	drank,	
and	which	were	dated	by	means	of	typology	and	chronology	to	the	15th 
century	(Tkalčec	2001,	221,	Fig.	6-9,	225).	The	finds	of	stove	tiles,	dis-
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otvoreni, potkovičasti oblik (Tkalčec 2004, 79-83). S položa-
ja se pružao dobar nadzor nad dolinom rijeke glogovnice 
prema samom izvoru te rijeke u Kalničkom gorju.10 Ta je 
dolina u gornjem toku glogovnice vrlo uska i predstavljala 
je prirodnu komunikaciju između južnog i sjevernog Kalnič-
kog prigorja. Iako su dokazane trase cesta još od vremena 
antike prema Varaždinskim Toplicama dolinom zapadnije 
rijeke Kamešnice, kroz klanac Vratno pa preko sedla Kozji 
hrbat11 na sjevernu kalničku stranu, za pretpostaviti je da, 
osobito u srednjem vijeku, niti ova komunikacija rijekom 
glogovnicom pa preko prijevoja Sedlo i drenovačkog po-
toka na Slanje i dolinu Bednje, nije bila zanemarena. utvrda 
kod crkve Blažene djevice Marije u donjoj glogovnici na-
lazila se kao druga na južnoj strani kalničkih obronaka na 
tom glogovničkom pravcu. prvu stratešku točku uzvodno 
rječicom glogovnicom predstavlja upravo položaj Mihalj. Je 
li u tom obrambenom sustavu funkcionirao i položaj indika-
tivnoga nazivlja gradec nasuprot Mihalju, na kojemu se još 
danas naziru tragovi utvrđenja? S obzirom na rani spomen 
brda gradec u srednjovjekovnim povijesnim ispravama te 
spomen zemljanih nasipa još u 13. st.,12 za pretpostaviti je 
kako je utvrda na tom položaju i starijeg podrijetla. Kako se 
nasipi na gradecu spominju kao stari još 1244. god., vjero-
jatno je da nisu izrađivani za obranu od Tatara nego su pu-
no stariji. uostalom, i sam toponim gradec koji se za brdo 
i zemlju koristi već u 13. st., također upućuje na ondašnje 
poznavanje postojanja starijeg utvrđenog grada ili neke 
vrste utvrde na tom mjestu. Iz kojeg točno vremena datira 
ta utvrda na gradecu, bez arheoloških istraživanja ostat će 
nam nepoznanica.13 
Zamjetna je sličnost načina gradnje mihaljske, nešto ma-
nje zemljane utvrde i glogovničke veće. 
Nije poznato u kojem je vremenu u donjoj glogovni-
ci okolo crkve uznesenja Blažene djevice Marije iskopan 
obrambeni jarak i podignut bedem. Je li to bilo prigodom 
gradnje kaštela glogovničke prepoziture sjeverno uz crkvu, 
kaštela čiji je tlocrt otkriven i u arheološkim iskopavanjima 
1998. i 1999. god.? glogovnički sepulkralski samostan i po-
sjed prešao je negdje nakon 1466. god. u nadležnost Zagre-
10.	Promatramo	li	 i	ostale	srednjovjekovne	utvrde,	uviđa	se	njihova	veza	












navodi	samo	nasip	zvan	ettowen (in vertice montis Graduch per antiquum 
cumulum terre, qui ettowen dicitur),	a	kao	zanimljivost	spomenut	ćemo	
da	I.	Kukuljević	donosi	prijepis	iste	isprave	s	malo	drukčijim	podacima:	







Stari vrti,	Stari zdenac,	Kraljev zdenac.
re is a possibility that the transformation of the corners of the 
central elevation of the earthen fortification was done when 
the built stone citadel was being erected on it, and that the 
earthen fortification itself was created even earlier. It would 
therefore be important to continue the archaeological exca-
vations on selected surfaces (a section across the slope of the 
central elevation, the ditch and the rampart). Minor archaeo-
logical excavations were carried out also on other sites – Novi 
pavljani near Bjelovar and Mala Črešnjevica near pitomača – 
which contain a church on top of an earthen fortification, but 
the question of the date of erection of the fortification itself 
has not been solved.15 We come closest to the answer to that 
question at the site of Crkvari near Orahovica, where a part 
of the surface of the very edge, i.e. the slope of the central 
elevation, was excavated during the fourth season of archa-
eological excavations. from the sequence of archaeological 
layers, and based on the typological attribution of the finds 
(i.e. before we carried out the absolute-dating analyses and 
prior to any final conclusions) we anticipate that the slope of 
the central elevation was reinforced in the 15th century at the 
earliest (Tkalčec 2006; Tkalčec 2007). Only the C14 analyses of 
the graves (which lack finds or grave goods) cut by the exca-
vation of the defensive ditch will provide more secure data 
about the time of creation of the fortification in Crkvari. The 
dating of those and similar earthen fortifications to the 15th 
century and their defensive role in the turbulent times of Tur-
kish attacks is not contentious. rather, a question is posed 
whether they had been built even before that, perhaps alrea-
dy around the time of the Tatar incursion or immediately after 
it, when the building of the system of mediaeval stone towns 
was hastened on the initiative of the king himself? unfortu-
nately, this body of problems still remains open in Croatia, 
owing to insufficient archaeological excavations. Certain ex-
cavations proved that such sites were used in the 15th century 
(the earthen fortifications in the Moslavina region that were 
excavated in the 1960: the lowland ones – Kutina-plovdin 
grad, Sokolovac-Turski grad and Tomašica-gradina – and the 
elevated ones – Mikleuška-šanac gradina, Selište-Kutinec 
grad and Kutina-Turski Stol) (Tkalčec 2004, 27; Sekelj Ivančan, 
Tkalčec 2002; Tkalčec, Sekelj Ivančan 2004). however, no 
absolute-dating analyses were carried out that could offer a 
different side of the site, i.e. provide clues to its continuity, as 
was the case with the lowland earthen fortification of Torčec-
gradić in the podravina region near Koprivnica. Even thou-
gh two mediaeval phases of the site were discerned in the 
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bačkog kaptola i biskupa. Kaštel se kao castellum spominje 
1500. god., kada je prepozit samostana bio Andrija Alfonz 
Thuz, brat biskupa Osvalda Thuza. godine 1543. spominje 
se fortalicium, a 1553. castrum (heller 1978, 72). Naglašeni 
polukružni uglovi zaravni glogovničke utvrde govorili bi u 
prilog postojanju baterijskih kula, karakterističnih za razdo-
blje kada je u upotrebi vatreno, odnosno topničko oružje. 
To potvrđuju i arheološki nalazi iz istraživanja koji kaštel 
datiraju najranije u drugu polovicu ili sam kraj 15. st. ili ka-
snije.14 Međutim, postoji mogućnost da je preoblikovanje 
uglova središnjeg uzvišenja zemljane utvrde bilo učinjeno 
prigodom gradnje zidanog kamenog kaštela na njoj, a da 
je sama zemljana utvrda bila formirana i prije. Zato bi treba-
lo nastaviti arheološka istraživanja na ciljanim površinama 
(presjek preko padine središnjeg uzvišenja, jarka i bedema). 
Manja arheološka istraživanja provedena su i na drugim 
lokalitetima, Novi pavljani kraj Bjelovara i Mala Črešnjevica 
kraj pitomače, na kojima se nalazi crkva na zemljanoj utvr-
di, međutim, pitanje datacije podizanja same utvrde nije 
riješeno.15 Najbliži smo odgovoru na to pitanje na lokalitetu 
Crkvari kraj Orahovice na kojem je prigodom četvrte se-
zone arheoloških istraživanja istražen dio površine samog 
ruba, tj. padine središnjeg uzvišenja. Iz slijeda arheoloških 
slojeva, a na osnovi tipološkog opredjeljenja nalaza (da-
kle, prije provedenih apsolutnodatacijskih ispitivanja i bez 
izvođenja konačnih zaključaka) naslućujemo kako je padina 
središnjeg uzvišenja učvršćivana najranije u 15. st. (Tkalčec 
2006; Tkalčec 2007). Tek će C14 analize grobova (koji nemaju 
nalaza niti priloga) presječenih iskopom obrambenog jarka 
dati sigurniji podatak o vremenu formiranja utvrde u Crkva-
rima. Naime, nije sporna datacija tih i sličnih utvrda-gradišta 
u doba 15. st. i njihova obrambena uloga u nemirnim vre-
menima turskih napada, već se postavlja pitanje nisu li one 
podizane i prije, možda već oko vremena tatarske provale, 
odnosno neposredno nakon nje, kada je ubrzano podiza-
nje sustava srednjovjekovnih kamenih gradova na poticaj 
samog kralja? Nažalost, ta je problematika i dalje u hrvat-
skoj otvorena, zbog nedostatnih arheoloških istraživanja. u 
pojedinim istraživanjima dokazana je upotreba takvih loka-
liteta u 15. st. (moslavačka gradišta istraživana 1960-ih go-
dina: nizinska – Kutina-plovdin grad, Sokolovac-Turski grad 






















the younger one, which abounded in finds – yielded no other 
finds apart from the remains of charcoal and wood. had they 
not been careful in following the layers in the archaeological 
excavations and without a premeditated opening of selected 
surfaces at gradić, the archaeologists would not be able to 
establish that the original fortification was built already in the 
period between the end of the 12th to the middle of the 13th 
century, and that it was transformed and enlarged in the 15th 
century (Sekelj Ivančan, Tkalčec 2004).
Only the archaeological excavations could offer the an-
swer to the question whether the Mihalj fortification was 
created as a fortification of a feudal estate already in the 13th 
century, perhaps in connection with intensified need for for-
tification following the 1241/1242 Tatar incursion, and later in-
corporated into the system of defense against the Turks, or it 
was created in the late Middle Ages and perhaps continued to 
act as an observation post over the valley of the upper course 
of the glogovnica16 also in the Modern Age. 
r. pavleš has most recently dedicated his attention to 
the mediaeval estates in the wider area from the aspect of 
historical topography, and he put forward his considerations 
in several valuable papers. According to his detailed analysis 
of mediaeval estates, the archaeological site of Mihalj would 
form part of the Cerovo Brdo estate. The estate was named 
after the Cerouo Berdo hill, which r. pavleš places adjacent to 
the source of the glogovnica stream, approximately at the 





17.	J.	Bösendorfer	pointed	out	regarding	Kopina Cerovo Brdo (Veliko Brdo) 
that	west and southwest of Apatovac and Poganac extends the Powsahegy 
or Kopina estate, while next to the latter lies the Cerovo Brdo (Czerowa 
Borda) estate, whose fate is the same as that of the Obrovnica (Orbona) 
town, which lies southeast of Belovar	(Bösendorfer	1994,	72).
	 	 	 J.	Bösendorfer	 further	 says	 that	with	 time	 around	 12-20	 villages	 and	
desolate	 stretches	were	 incorporated	 into	 the	Cerovo	Brdo	 estate,	 and	
that	only	Osijek	near	Glogovnica	has	remained.	In	his	opinion,	Glogov-
nica	(Glogoncza)	appears	in	1370	among	the	estates	of	Cerovo	Brdo.	J.	
Bösendorfer	then	explicitly	says:	This is presently Veliko Brdo north of 
Osek, and opposite the Gradec hill on the Glogovnica bank, which is 










Brdo,	but	says	instead	that	it seems that Cerovo Brdo corresponds to the 










	 	 	We	shall	mention	here	also	 interesting	data	 from	 the	beginning	of	 the	
20th	century	published	by	Fran	Gundrum	Oriovčanin	in	his	travelogue-
historical	note	From the Križevci region. From Križevci to Vratno.	He	
says	that	Veliko	Brdo	is	the	hill	situated	on	the	left	side	of	the	Kamešnica	
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Selište-Kutinec grad i Kutina-Turski stol) (Tkalčec 2004, 27; 
Sekelj Ivančan, Tkalčec 2002; Tkalčec, Sekelj Ivančan 2004). 
Međutim, nisu provedene apsolutnodatacijske analize koje 
bi mogle dati i drukčiju sliku lokaliteta, odnosno ukazati na 
njegov kontinuitet, kao što je to bio slučaj kod nizinskog 
gradišta Torčec-gradić u podravini kraj Koprivnice. Iako su 
se u arheološkim istraživanjima lučile dvije srednjovjekovne 
faze lokaliteta, starija faza, za razliku od mlađe koja je obilo-
vala nalazima, nije dala druge nalaze izuzev ostataka uglje-
na i drveta. Bez pažljivog praćenja slojeva pri arheološkim 
iskopavanjima i bez smišljenog otvaranja biranih površina 
na gradiću, arheolozi ne bi uspjeli ustanoviti da je prvobitna 
utvrda podignuta još u vremenu od kraja 12. pa do sredine 
13. st., a da je u 15. st. preoblikovana i povećana (Sekelj Ivan-
čan, Tkalčec 2004).  
Na pitanje je li mihaljska utvrda nastala kao utvrda nekog 
feudalnog posjeda još u 13. st., vezano možda uz pojačanu 
potrebu za utvrđivanjem nakon tatarske provale 1241./1242. 
god., pa je kasnije bila uklopljena u sustav obrane protiv Tu-
raka, ili je nastala u kasnom srednjem vijeku te je možda i 
u novom vijeku predstavljala stražarnicu nad dolinom gor-
njeg toka glogovnice,16 odgovor nam mogu pružiti isključi-
vo arheološka iskopavanja.
Srednjovjekovnim posjedima na tom širem području 
posvetio se, s gledišta povijesne topografije, u najnovije vri-
jeme r. pavleš, a svoja razmatranja iznio je u više vrijednih 
članaka. Arheološko nalazište Mihalj ulazilo bi, prema nje-
govoj detaljnoj analizi srednjovjekovnih posjeda, u posjed 
Cerovo brdo. posjedu je ime dalo brdo Cerouo berdo koje 
r. pavleš smješta uz sam izvor potoka glogovnice, otprilike 



































The toponym is first mentioned in a document from 1225 and 
later in 1244, when the borders of the estate are described, 
and then again in 1380, when the villages of Osegh and Gol-
goncha with 19 farmsteads are mentioned within the estate, 
in addition to eight farmsteads on the Oztrum hill and four 
farmsteads near the church of St. Nicholas and four along the 
Semechech stream. There is a mention in the same document 
of other data of interest for us in the subsequent analysis of 
the subject. These are the mentions of allodial lands, namely 
a memorial meadow near the manor of one of the owners (Ni-
cholas of Orbona)18 and a meadow called Remeterete (pavleš 
2004, 42). A document from 1380 is the first mention of the 
village of Osegh, the present-day Vojakovački Osijek, and at 
the same time the first mention of the church of St. Nicholas 
in that area, which is equated with the St. Nicholas in Palatha 
from 1501 (pavleš 2004, 42).
r. pavleš explicitly mentioned the position of Mihalj, refer-
ring to it as a site where remains of sacral architecture were 
found. In his opinion, during the Middle Ages, Mihalj with the 
remains of a church was located in the territory of the Cero-
vo Brdo estate, while regarding the church he presumes that 
it was an unknown chapel or, on the other hand, that it was 
precisely the church of St. Nicholas in Palotha, whose exact 
position is not known. he also drew attention to the differen-
ce between the toponym of Mihalj and the hagionym of the 
church (pavleš 2004, 43).
Ecclesia sancti Nicolai (in) Palatha is mentioned in the 1501 
list of parish priests, and it is listed after the parish church of 
St. Martin below Veliki Kalnik and before the Saint Nicholas in 
Gragena (rački 1872, 220).19 J. Buturac positions the site of pa-
lata near Sv. petar Orehovec, northwest from Križevci, on ac-
count of a 1385 document that mentions Palatahel, an estate 
in districtu Kemluk penes ecclessiam sancti Petri (Buturac 1984, 
90), while g. heller believes that St. petar refers to the church 
in Čvrstec and he locates also palata in the territory of the vil-
lage of Čvrstec, southeast of Križevci (heller 1978, 174).
stream,	whose	plateau	was	probably	once	inhabited	by	the	Slovenians,	
who	fired	lime	or	cut	forests.	The	hill	 is	called	‘’Kranjske	Hiže’’	after	
them	(Gundrum	Oriovčanin	1905,	53).	Furthermore,	 in	 that	 travelogue 
he	 provided	 valuable	 information	 about	 the	 existence	 of	 fortifications	
on	nearby	peaks	–	 the	Stavrac	 (Starac)	 town	and	 the	Melinac	 town	 in	
Fodrocijeva	Šuma	(Fodroci’s forest)	(we	recognize	the	toponyms	on	the	







19.	 Scholars	 locate	 the	 church	 of	 St.	Nicholas	 in	Gragena	 northeast	 of	
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Toponim se prvi put spominje u ispravi 1225. god., te dalje 
1244., kada se opisuju i međe posjeda, zatim 1380., kada se 
unutar posjeda navode sela Osegh i Golgoncha s po 19 se-
lišta, zatim osam selišta na brdu Oztrum, te po četiri selišta 
uz crkvu sv. Nikole i uz potok Semechech. u istoj se ispravi 
navode još neki podaci koji će nama biti zanimljivi u dalj-
njoj obradi teme, a to su spomeni alodijalnih zemalja, kon-
kretno spomen-livade kraj kurije jednog od vlasnika (Nikole 
od Orbone)18 te livada zvana Remeterete (pavleš 2004, 42). 
Isprava iz 1380. god. prvi je spomen sela Osegh, današnjeg 
Vojakovačkog Osijeka, a ujedno i prvi spomen crkve sv. Ni-
kole na tom području, koja se izjednačava sa sv. Nikolom in 
Palatha iz 1501. god. (pavleš 2004, 42). 
r. pavleš se dotaknuo konkretno i položaja Mihalj, spo-
menuvši ga kao lokalitet gdje su pronađeni ostaci sakralne 
arhitekture. drži da se Mihalj s ostacima crkve nalazio u 
srednjem vijeku na području posjeda Cerovo brdo, a za cr-
kvu pretpostavlja kako se radi o nekoj nepoznatoj kapeli ili, 
pak, upravo o crkvi sv. Nikole in Palotha, kojoj nije poznat 
točan smještaj, s time da upozorava na razliku u toponimu 
Mihalj i hagionimu crkve (pavleš 2004, 43). 
Ecclesia sancti Nicolai (in) Palatha spominje se u popisu 
župnika iz 1501. god., a navedena je nakon župne crkve sv. 
Martina pod Velikim Kalnikom te prije sv. Nikole u Grageni 
(rački 1872, 220).19 J. Buturac mjesto palatu smješta kod Sv. 
petra Orehovca, sjeverozapadno od Križevaca, zbog isprave 
iz 1385. god. u kojoj se spominje Palatahel, posjed in districtu 
Kemluk penes ecclessiam sancti Petri (Buturac 1984, 90), dok 
g. heller drži da se sv. petar odnosi na crkvu u Čvrstecu te i 
palatu smješta na područje sela Čvrstec, jugoistočno od Kri-
ževaca (heller 1978, 174). 
u popisima dimova za kraljevski porez sa samog kraja 
15. te početkom 16. st. spominje se mjesto Polatha sa župni-
kom, no crkva se izrijekom ne navodi. Polatha se uglavnom 
navodi pored Cerovog brda.20 posljednji poznati spomen 
kraja. Iz Križevaca u Vratno.	Kaže	da	je	Veliko	brdo	brijeg	s	lijeve	strane	





prepoznajemo	na	Topografskoj	karti	 1:25000	 -	Slanje	272-3-1)	 te	 treći	
grad	Vis	(Gundrum	Oriovčanin	1905,	54).	Navedeni	položaji	s	utvrdama	
izlaze,	međutim,	iz	okvira	srednjovjekovnog	posjeda	Cerovo	brdo.
18.	Arheološki	 još	 u	Hrvatskoj	 nije	 dokazano	 trebamo	 li	 očekivati	 da	 se	
lokalitet	koji	se	u	kasnosrednjovjekovnim	spisima	spominje	kao	kurija	
očituje	na	terenu	kao	utvrđeno	mjesto	feudalnog	posjednika.
19.	Crkvu	 sv.	Nikole	 u	Grageni	 istraživači	 smještaju	 sjeveroistočno	 od	
















posjeda	Nikole	Banffyja	 s	 dva	porezna	dima,	 a	 slijede	Gragenya s 12 
A site of Polatha with a parish priest is mentioned in the 
list of dims (a household unit used for calculating tax) for the 
regal tax from the very end of the 15th and the beginning of 
the 16th century. however, there is no specific mention of a 
church. Polatha is mainly mentioned near Cerovo Brdo.20 The 
last known mention of that place as Palotazenthmiklos dates 
from 1529 (heller 1978, 174).
Based on the stone tabernacle that comes from the site of 
Mihalj it is indisputable that a church existed on that spot in 
the 15th century. It is also an indisputable fact that a meadow 
called Remeterete is mentioned in that area in a document 
from 1380. however, there is no mention of a church of St. 
Michael, but only that of St. Nicholas (Sv. Nikola), equated by 
the scholars, as we have already said, with a church of St. Ni-
cholas in palota, whose position is unknown. Is it possible that 
such a change occurred with time that the position with the 
church of St. Nicholas started to be called Mihalj? perhaps the 
church changed its patron saint? In that case it would sooner 
be that the older church at the position of Mihalj was dedi-
cated to Michael (the church that is not even mentioned in 
historical documents) and that the change in the dedication 
of the saint occurred in later times. 
Z. Balog tried to link the position of Mihalj with the church 
of St. Michael (Mihajlo) in Zdench (Balog 2003, 54). That the-
sis was opposed by r. pavleš, who drew attention to the fact 
that that church was situated much further south, around the 
village of Cirkvena, with whose parish it was mentioned not 
only in the 1334 list (sic! 1501, a comment by the author),21 but 























JAZU (Antiquities of the YASA)	in	1872	a	more	appropriate	source	than	











sequence	 of	motion	 through	 the	 space	 of	 the	mediaeval	 cataloguers,	
which	hinders	our	 reconstruction	and	determination	of	 the	position	of	
certain	parishes.
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tog mjesta kao Palotazenthmiklos datira iz 1529. god. (heller 
1978, 174).
Na osnovi kamene kustodije koja potječe s lokaliteta 
Mihalj, nesporno je kako je na tom mjestu postojala crkva 
u 15. st. Neprijeporna je i činjenica da se u ispravi iz 1380. 
god. spominje na tom području livada zvana Remeterete. 
Međutim, nema spomena crkvi sv. Mihovila već se navodi 
sv. Nikola, koju istraživači izjednačuju, kako smo već spome-
nuli, s neubiciranom crkvom sv. Nikole u paloti. Je li tijekom 
vremena moglo doći do takve promjene da se položaj s cr-
kvom sv. Nikole počeo nazivati Mihaljem? Možda je crkva 
promijenila sveca? u tom bi slučaju prije bilo da je starija cr-
kva na položaju Mihalj bila posvećena Mihovilu (crkva koja 
se niti ne spominje u povijesnim dokumentima) te da je do 
promjene posvete sveca došlo u kasnijim vremenima. 
Z. Balog je pokušao povezati položaj Mihalj s crkvom 
sv. Mihajla in Zdench (Balog 2003, 54). Toj se tezi usprotivio 
r. pavleš koji upozorava na to kako se ta crkva nalazi puno 
južnije, oko sela Cirkvene, uz čiju se župu navodi ne samo 
u popisu iz 1334. (sic! 1501. op. a.),21 već i u ispravi iz 1399. 
god. (pavleš 2004, 43). Još je d. Csánki 1893. god. istaknuo, 
a J. Bösendorfer 1910. god. preuzeo, da se Eccl. S. Michaelis 
in Zdench treba tražiti jugoistočno od Križevaca na potoku 
Velikoj (Csánki 1893, 64; Bösendorfer 1994, 255). S obzirom 
da je ecclesia s. Michaelis in Zdench u popisu iz 1501. god. na-
vedena iza hagnja a prije Cirkvene (rački 1872, 221), a i u 
kasnijim se dokumentima, kako je to i r. pavleš zamijetio, 
mjesto Zdenčec uvijek spominje na uskom prostoru oko 
Cirkvene,22 priklonit ćemo se pavlešovu mišljenju kako loka-
dimova,	Cerebarda	s	24	te	Powsahegh	s	43	dimova	(Adamček,	Kampuš	
1976,	15).	Godine	1507.	navodi	 se	 s	2	dima	 iza	opata	 iz	Apatovca	 (11	
dimova),	a	nakon	nje	slijedi	Chereborda	koja	je	podijeljena	na	Hampovu	

































ted out already by d. Csánki in 1893, and taken over from J. 
Bösendorfer in 1910, that Eccl. S. Michaelis in Zdench should 
be looked for southeast of Križevci, on the Velika brook (Csán-
ki 1893, 64; Bösendorfer 1994, 255). Considering that ecclesia 
s. Michaelis in Zdench was mentioned in the 1501 list after 
haganj and before Cirkvena (rački 1872, 221), and that the 
village of Zdenčec is regularly mentioned in a narrow zone 
around Cirkvena even in later documents,22 as has been also 
perceived by r. pavleš, we shall subscribe to pavleš’ opinion 
that the site of Mihalj should not be connected with St. Mi-
chael in Zdench.
The toponym of palota or palatha might indicate the exi-
stence of an important building. According to p. Skok, palota 
is a hungarian loanword of an expression from the eastern 
linguistic zone – polata – which was obviously present in the 
pannonian Slavic language as well (Skok 1951, 465).23 Can we 
therefore assume that the late mediaeval palota was created at 
the spot of a significant building, perhaps an earlier church or 
fortification? possibly precisely on the position of the church 
of St. Michael? At the present level of our knowledge and 
based on the data we have, without target-oriented archa-
eological and historical-topographic investigations, it is im-
possible to provide an answer to that question. What is more, 
the mediaeval palota could have been located in Vojakovački 
Osijek itself, where presently an orthodox church dedicated 
to St. Nicholas stands on an elevated position. Other authors 
also considered the possibility that it was located at the spot 
of the later church in Vojakovački Osijek (pavleš 2004, 42), but 
as we have already said, until further investigation this que-
stion will remain open.
We came across information of interest for our subject in 
the work about Apatovačka Kiselica by M. Kolar dimitrijević, 
with an indicative mention of ‘’a monastery of the paulists 
with a church of St. Michael’’. Analyzing data from the end of 
the 19th century, she quoted the notes of Mijo Vrbanec from 
1879: There was certainly a rather large town once on the Gra-
dec hill, which stands quite high on the right. It was ruined down 
to the foundations, but there are diverse fragments of tiles still 
visible today, and its ditches and ramparts are also clearly discer-
nible. On three sides of the hill there is an artificial path, and it 
is obvious that once it had also been walled. Various coins and 
other items were ploughed out from there, but everything has 
gone amiss. People say that nuns were particularly extant on 
that hill, and that on a nearby hill above a beautiful valley which 
is now called Vlaški Brodac there was once a monastery of the 
22.	The	site	of	Zdenchech	or,	more	frequently	Zdenchecz	is	mentioned	in	
the	 tax	 lists	 between	Hrsovi	 and	Cirkvena	 (1495	 and	 1513,	Adamček,	






the	Croatian	and	Serbian	 language	 they	 represent	 romance	 loanwords.	
The	expression	palota	is	a	Hungarian	loanword	from	the	Slavic	(eastern	
zone)	palata/polata.	Skok	gives	 the	example	of	 the	 toponym	Palača	 in	
Ivanić	Grad,	which	marks	 the	position	where	 a	 court	 of	 the	bishop	of	
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litet Mihalj ne treba povezivati sa sv. Mihajlom in Zdench. 
Toponim palota ili palatha mogao bi upućivati na po-
stojanje neke značajnije građevine. prema p. Skoku palota 
je mađarska posuđenica izraza istočne jezične zone polata 
koji se očito nalazio i u panonskom slavenskom jeziku (Skok 
1951, 465).23 Možemo li, stoga, pomišljati da je kasnosred-
njovjekovna palota nastala na mjestu neke znamenitije gra-
đevine, možda neke starije crkve ili utvrde? Možda upravo 
na položaju crkve sv. Mihovila? Bez ciljanih arheoloških i 
povijesno-topografskih istraživanja, na našem stupnju spo-
znaje i na osnovi podataka s kojima raspolažemo, nije mo-
guće dati odgovor na to pitanje. dapače, srednjovjekovna 
se palota mogla nalaziti i u samom Vojakovačkom Osijeku, 
gdje se danas na povišenom položaju nalazi pravoslavna cr-
kva posvećena sv. Nikoli. O mogućnosti lokacije na mjestu 
kasnije crkve u Vojakovačkom Osijeku pomišljali su i drugi 
autori (pavleš 2004, 42), no kao što smo već rekli, pitanje do 
daljnjih istraživanja ostaje otvorenim.
Zanimljive podatke za našu temu, s indikativnim spome-
nom „samostana paulina s crkvom sv. Mihajla“, naišli smo 
u radu M. Kolar dimitrijević o Apatovačkoj kiselici koja je, 
obrađujući podatke s kraja 19. st., citirala zapise Mije Vrba-
neca iz 1879. god.: Na desnom dosta visokom bregu Gradcu 
bijaše nekoć svakako oveći gradić, koji je do temelja srušen, ali 
se ipak vidi svakovrstna crepovja još i dan danas, pa i njegovi 
se obkopi i nasipi još i sada dobro poznadu. Sa tri je strane vr-
lo umjetno na taj breg put izveden, a vidi se osobito, da je bio 
nekoć i zidan. Tamo se je odoralo mnogo svakovrstna novca i 
drugih stvari, pa je i to sve po zlu prešlo. Pripovieda se, da su 
se na tom visu osobito opatice širile, a nedaleko na drugom 
brežuljku iznad krasne doline, zvane sada vlaški Brodac, bijaše 
samostan Paulina s crkvom Sv. Mihajla. Ovim se ruševinam još 
i danas temelji poznadu (Vrbanec 1879a, 242-243; Kolar dimi-
trijević 2004, 9). 
Osim što vjerno opisuje susjedno brdo gradec, na kojem 
se i danas vide tragovi obrambene arhitekture, M. Vrbanec 
jasno opisuje položaj Mihalj gradecu zapadnije, preko doli-
ne rječice glogovnice, koju naziva „vlaški Brodac“ za razliku 
od „šokačkog Brodca“, potoka koji se i danas zove Brodec a 
teče istočnije, između brda gradec i hum.24 Iako podatak M. 
Vrbanca o postojanju pavlinskog samostana nije pouzdan, 
znakovit je hagionim koji je još polovinom 19. st. bio povezi-
van s brdom Mihalj, a to je sv. Mihajlo, dakle Mihovil, Mihael, 
tj. Mihalj. Tradicija o postojanju crkve posvećene sv. Mihovilu 
i samostana temeljila se, stoga, na ruševinama vidljivim još 
23.	U	 tekstu	P.	 Skok	detaljno	 obrađuje	 etimologiju	 izraza	palača/polača 






toponima	Palača	 u	Slavoniji	 (na	 koji	 ga	 je	 uputio	Pavišić)	 kojeg	 nose	
livade	 u	močvarnom	 terenu	 gdje	 je	 nekada	 stajao	 dvor	 i	 gospodarske	
zgrade	trgovačkog	mjesta	Sv.	Salvator.	Mjesto	je	stradalo	od	Turaka,	a	
novopridošli	pravoslavni	doseljenici	zemljanom	humku	plemićke	utvrde	
dali	 su	naziv	Palača,	 a	mjestu	gdje	 je	bila	 crkva	 sv.	Salvatora	–	Klisa 
(Skok	1951,	478,	bilj.	49).




Paulists with a church of St. Michael (Sv. Mihajlo). The founda-
tions of those ruins are still discernible today (Vrbanec 1879a, 
242-243; Kolar dimitrijević 2004, 9).
In addition to his faithful description of the nearby hill of 
gradec, where traces of defensive architecture are still visi-
ble today, M. Vrbanec clearly describes the position of Mihalj, 
lying west of gradec, across the valley of the small river of 
glogovnica, which he calls ‘’Vlaški Brodac’’ in contrast to 
‘’šokački Brodac’’, a stream that is called Brodec to this day 
and which runs more easterly, between the gradec and hum 
hills.24 Even though M. Vrbanec’s information about the exi-
stence of a monastery of the paulists is not reliable, indicative 
is the hagionym that has been connected with the Mihalj hill 
from the mid-19th century – Sv. Mihajlo, that is Mihovil, Mihael, 
i.e. Mihalj. The tradition about the existence of a church de-
dicated to St. Michael and a monastery was therefore based 
on the ruins still visible at the end of the 19th century. There 
is no information about possible existence of a paulist mo-
nastery in the area around Vojakovački Osijek in the recently 
published scholarly literature. Why did therefore M. Vrbanec 
document a church and a monastery as belonging precisely 
to the paulists? Another passage from Vrbanec’s text about 
Apatovačka Kiselica suggests that the reason behind his attri-
bution of the remains of the walls of the church of St. Michael 
(and the monastery?) on Mihalj to the paulists is his insuffi-
cient knowledge of the history of the glogovnica area, that 
is, a still lively memory of the intense activity of the paulists in 
Križevci in the 17th and 18th centuries, still deeply rooted in the 
popular consciousness in the 19th century.25 M. Vrbanec descri-
bes the route via ‘’the dobra stream’’ (i.e. the gliboki stream, 
a comment by the author) from rasinja toward Apatovac, and 
he says that there is a view from the Borovka hill to ‘’…beau-
tiful meadows to the village of Glogovnica, at an hour distance, 
which are watered by the Strunac brook. This was once a pond of 
the rich Paulists of Glogovnica, which extended in that distance 
like some lake…’’ (Vrbanec 1879, 234).
It is clear from that that M. Vrbanec, a native of Apatovac, 
erroneously attributed both glogovnica and Mihalj to the 
paulists, perhaps precisely due to his excessive attachment to 
the town of Križevci (he was once a teacher at the Economic 
School in Križevci), where at that time the tradition about the 
activity of the paulist monastery was probably still strong. 
The glogovnica prepositure was never in the possession of 
24.	It	is	not	surprising	that	the	basin	of	the	upper	course	of	the	Glogovnica	
was	named	Vlaški	Brodac,	 considering	 that	 a	 substantial	 immigration	
of	orthodox	population	to	the	areas	around	Vojakovački	Osijek	started	
already	at	the	end	of	the	16th	century.
25.	The	Paulists	came	to	Croatia	 in	1237,	 to	Dubica,	where	 they	founded	
a	monastery	in	1244.	However,	they	were	not	present	in	this	area	until	
1665,	 that	 is	 1667,	when	 a	monastery	 of	 the	 Paulists	was	 founded	 in	
Križevci.	The	order	 of	 the	Paulists	was	 abolished	 in	 1786	by	order	 of	
Emperor	Joseph	II.	True,	the	mediaeval	Paulists	could	acquire	estates	in	
very	remote	areas,	but	we	have	no	authenticated	and	reliable	data	about	
possible	 estates	 in	 this	 area.	 It	 nevertheless	 deserves	mention	 that	 the	
Paulist	monastery	 in	Garić	 (in	 the	Moslavina	 region)	 in	 the	15th	was	a	
rich	feudal	landholder,	which	acquired	estates	not	only	in	its	core	area	
but	also,	it	seems,	in	quite	distant	lands.	For	instance,	in	1456	a noble-
woman named Ilka from Presečno gave 10 farmsteads in Beketinec to the 
monastery (is	 that	a	Beketinec	in	 the	Križevci	area?),	while	one Jakeč 
from Glogovnica occupied around 1380 the monastery estate of Gradnja 
(Adamček	1977,	102).
					It	becomes	clear	from	later	sources	that	the	Paulist	monastery	in	Križevci	
possessed	 no	 estate	 or	 land	 of	 its	 own	 in	 the	 territory	 of	Glogovnica	
(Buturac	1991).
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krajem 19. st. u novijoj objavljenoj stručnoj literaturi nema 
podataka o mogućem postojanju pavlinskog samostana na 
području oko Vojakovačkog Osijeka. Stoga, zašto je M. Vr-
banec zabilježio crkvu i samostan baš pavlina? Jedan drugi 
navod iz Vrbančevog teksta o Apatovačkoj kiselici ukazuje 
na to da je uzrokom njegova pripisivanja ostataka zidova cr-
kve Sv. Mihovila (i samostana?) na položaju Mihalj pavlinima 
nedovoljno poznavanje prošlosti glogovničkog kraja, odno-
sno živo sjećanje na jaku djelatnost pavlina u Križevcima u 
17. i 18. st., duboko uvriježenu u svijest naroda još u 19. st.25 
Naime, M. Vrbanec opisuje put „potokom dobrom“ (dakle, 
glibokim, op.a.) od rasinje prema Apatovcu te kaže kako se 
s brijega Borovke pruža pogled na „…krasne livade do sela 
Glogovnice, na uru daleko, koje navlažuje potočić Strunac. Ne-
koć bijaše ovo ribnjak bogatih glogovničkih Paulina, koji se je 
razlievao u toj daljini poput kakova jezera …“ (Vrbanec 1879, 
234).
razvidno je iz toga da je M. Vrbanec, rođeni Apatov-
čanin, i glogovnicu i Mihalj pogrešno pripisao pavlinima, 
možda upravo zbog svoje velike vezanosti na sam grad Kri-
ževce (svojedobno je bio nastavnik gospodarskog učilišta 
u Križevcima) u kojemu je u to vrijeme vjerojatno još uvi-
jek bila jaka tradicija o djelovanju pavlinskoga samostana. 
glogovnička prepozitura nikada nije bila u posjedu pavlina; 
ona je početkom 17. st. pripala isusovcima, međutim, njiho-
va prisutnost u tom kraju nije ostala posebno zabilježena u 
toponomastici niti u lokalnim predajama.26 
prisutnost isusovaca na tom prostoru tek je sporadično 
našla put da uđe u svijest lokalnog stanovništva, kao nešto 
staro i egzotično te se ipak navodi u jednom zapisu s kra-
ja 19. st., gdje se spominje i crkva sv. Mihalja, ovog puta na 
brdu gradec. radi se o dopisu iz Križevaca od 28. kolovoza 
1882. o gospodarskom sajmu te o Apatovcu i ljekovitoj vodi, 
zatim o potrebi uređivanja cesta od Apatovca prema podra-









krajevima.	Primjerice,	1456.	god.	plemkinja Ilka iz Presečnog poklonila je 
samostanu 10 selišta u Beketincu	(radi	li	se	tu	o	križevačkom	Beketincu?),	








biskupija,	 odnosno	grkokatolički	 biskup	 (Dobronić	 1999,	 30,	 43).	Ove	
podatke	smo	iznijeli	jer	želimo	naglasiti	kako	niti	prisutnost		isusovaca	










the paulists: in the 17th century it went to the Jesuits. however, 
their presence in that area has not left any specific trace in the 
toponomastics or in the local traditions.26
The presence of the paulists in that space has only occa-
sionally found the way into the consciousness of local popu-
lation, as something old and exotic, and as such was mentio-
ned in a record from the end of the 19th century, which inclu-
des also a mention of a church of Saint Mihalj, this time on the 
gradec hill. The document is a letter from Križevci from the 
28th August 1882 about the economic fair, about Apatovac 
and healing water, about the need for improvement of the 
roads from Apatovac toward the podravina region, published 
in Narodne Novine (Official Gazette) No. 199, from 31th August 
1882 in the section entitled Triune Kingdom. The text of the 
reporter offers valuable information, but very unreliable. The 
author of the text, it appears, recorded what he heard from 
the local inhabitants and he probably confused the positions. 
We offer the transcription of the part of the text that refers 
to our subject: ‘’…Ruins of a former cloister of the Jesuits on the 
Oštrić Brieg hill are visible around Apatovac; of a nunnery on 
Hum, and the church of St. Mihalj on Gradac, once Varošinac and 
now a forest, which is for the antiquarians an important place 
like Sisak’’ (Narodne Novine 1882).27
A tradition recorded in 1879 about the church of Saint Mi-
chael (Mihajlo) on Mihalj, and the toponym of the hill itself, 
do not leave much space for determining the position of St. 
Nicholas in palota on the position of Mihalj, but they do not 
exclude it either.
In this place it is necessary, however, to put forward some 
new understanding and assumptions about the church on 
the position of Mihalj, which were motivated by recent rese-
arch by r. pavleš regarding the belonging during the Middle 
Ages of the nearby village of Apatovac, at a distance of a kilo-
meter and a half to the east from Mihalj.
pavleš draws attention to the fact that d. Csanky already 
in 1893 wrote that Apatovec belonged to the Jirle (Türje) pre-
26.	By	order	of	king	Matija	II	and	with	papal	approval,	the	Jesuits	took	pos-
session	of	 the	Glogovnica	prepositure	 in	1611.	With	 the	1773	abolition	






















Brdo	with	 the	 prepositure	 in	Donja	Glogovnica	 (comp.	 note	 25).	The	
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vini, objavljenom u Narodnim novinama br. 199 od 31. ko-
lovoza 1882., u rubrici Trojedna Kraljevina. Tekst dopisnika 
donosi vrijedne podatke, no vrlo nepouzdane. Autor teksta 
je, čini se, zapisao ono što je čuo od lokalnih mještana te je 
vjerojatno zamijenio pojedine položaje. donosimo prijepis 
dijela teksta koji se dotiče naše teme: „…Oko Apatovca vidi 
se ruševinah nekadašnjeg kloštra Jezuitah na Oštrić briegu, a 
na Humu od kloštra opaticah, duvnah i crkve Sv. Mihalja na 
Gradcu, nekada Varošinac, sada šuma, za starinare važno je 
mjesto poput Siska“ (Narodne novine 1882).27
predaja zabilježena 1879. god. o crkvi sv. Mihajla na Mi-
halju, pa i sam toponim brda, ne ostavljaju baš puno mo-
gućnosti za ubikaciju sv. Nikole in palota na položaju Mihalj, 
no niti je u potpunosti ne isključuju. 
Valja, međutim, na ovom mjestu izložiti neke nove spo-
znaje i pretpostavke o crkvi na položaju Mihalj, na koje su 
nas potakla novija istraživanja r. pavleša u vezi s pripadno-
šću obližnjega, oko kilometar i pol Mihalju na istok udalje-
nog sela Apatovca u srednjem vijeku. 
r. pavleš upozorava kako je d. Csánky još 1893. god. na-
pisao da je Apatovec pripadao jirlejskoj prepozituri u zalad-
skoj županiji, a domaći su istraživači koji su se bavili ovim 
područjem ipak u svoj daljnjoj literaturi tvrdili da su Apato-
vec držali redovnici sepulkralci iz susjedne glogovnice. Me-
đutim, dvije isprave iz 1249. god., te isprave iz 1303. i 1316. 
god. svjedoče kako Apatovec drže drugi vlasnici. r. pavleš 
upozorava da već ime sela i posjeda Apatovec ukazuje na 
opata, redovničku titulu koju sepulkralci nisu imali te da je iz 
objavljenih dokumenata vidljivo da Apatovec nije bio pod 
glogovničkom prepoziturom, već pod premonstratencima 
(pavleš 2004, 35-36). Isprave iz 1249. god. govore o tome da 
se premonstratenci u Terku uvode u posjed Apatovec28 ko-
ji im je darovao ban dionizije, te se opisuju međe posjeda. 
prema r. pavlešu, posjed Cerovo brdo, kojeg je ban dionizije 
dobio 1244. god., razdijeljen je na dva dijela – Cerovo brdo 
u užem smislu (kasnije imenom Osek) i Apatovec, što se oči-
tava iz isprava iz 1249. god. Neobičnost nazivlja imanja Apa-
tovec prema „opatu“ već 1249. god. pavleš tumači time da 
je posjed ban dionizije premonstratencima morao darovati 
i prije, a godine 1249. je darovanje zapisao i potvrdio kralj 
(pavleš 2004, 38). Iz isprava s početka 14. st. uočljivo je da 
je Apatovec u vlasništvu premonstratenaca, a zakupnik je 
glogovnički prepozit. pretpostavka je da je red premonstra-
tenaca podigao u Apatovcu neko čvrsto zdanje, međutim, 
u samom selu nema dokaza o postojanju srednjovjekovne 
sakralne arhitekture, iako bismo na to s razlogom trebali 
pomišljati. Naime, na istaknutom, povišenom mjestu koje K. 
horvat-Levaj podsjeća na gradište, danas se nalazi klasici-









28.	possessio Apatolcz / possessio Apatholcz	 (Barbarić,	Marković	 1998,	
136)
positure in the Zala county, but local researchers who dealt 
with this area continued to claim in later literature that Apa-
tovec was held by the Sepulchrine clerics from neighbouring 
glogovnica. however, two documents from 1249 and those 
from 1303 and 1316 testify that Apatovec was owned by so-
mebody else. r. pavleš warns that the name of the village 
and the estate of Apatovec themselves point to an abbot, 
a clerical title that the Order of the holy Sepulchre did not 
have, and that the published documents make it clear that 
Apatovec was not under the prepositure of glogovnica, but 
under the premonstratensians (pavleš 2004, 35-36). The do-
cuments from 1249 tell that the premonstratensians in Terk 
are entered into the Apatovec estate,28 given to them by ban 
dionysius, and they describe the estate borders. According to 
r. pavleš, the Cerovo Brdo estate, acquired by ban dionysius 
in 1244, was divided in two – the Cerovo Brdo in the narrow 
sense (later with the name of Osek) and Apatovec, which is 
apparent from the 1249 documents. pavleš’ explanation of 
the peculiarity of naming the Apatovec estate after an “ab-
bot” as early as 1249 is that the estate must have been given 
to the premonstratensians by ban dionysius already earlier, 
and that in 1249 the gift was signed and sanctioned by the 
king (pavleš 2004, 38). It is obvious in the documents from 
the beginning of the 14th century that Apatovec is owned by 
the premonstratensians, and that the provost of glogovnica 
is a lessee. There is a supposition that the premonstratensians 
erected a solid building in Apatovec. however, in the villa-
ge itself there is no evidence of the existence of mediaeval 
sacral architecture, even though there are good reasons to 
think that this was indeed the case. On a prominent, elevated 
spot, which reminds K. horvat-Levaj of an earthen fortifica-
tion, today stands a classicist chapel dedicated to Saint peter. 
The church was created in mid-19th century, by the recon-
struction of an earlier chapel of Saint helen, but this one is 
likewise mentioned quite late – for the first time only in the 
canonical visitation from 1615 (horvat-Levaj 1993a, 283-284; 
pavleš 2004, 38). Was there an earlier church on the position 
of Saint helen’s? And was it perhaps also dedicated to Saint 
peter, which could then find refection in the dedication of the 
renovated church in the 19th century to the same saint? Let 
us remember that for the Palatahel estate, which was situa-
ted in the Middle Ages somewhere in the area of the upper 
course of the glogovnica, it was mentioned in 1385 that it lay 
in districtu Kemluk penes ecclesiam sancti Petri (consequently, J. 
Buturac links the mentioned Sveti Petar with Sveti petar Ore-
hovec, and g. heller with Sveti petar Čvrstec). And five years 
previously, in 1380, a church of Saint Nicholas is mentioned in 
that area, and there is also a mention, among other things, of 
a meadow called Remeterete. Are we, considering everything 
said until now, entitled to think that on the position of Mihalj 
itself once stood the church of Saint Michael, which was once 
under the premonstratenians of Apatovec? In addition to the 
fact that in Apatovec itself there must have existed a building 
that represented a seat of sorts of that religious order (had it 
not been so, this village would hardly have contained the pro-
perty mark in its name), did not the premonstratenians have 
also some structures on the position of Mihalj? perhaps also 
a church dedicated to Saint Michael, which is not mentioned 
in the lists of parishes of the Zagreb diocese precisely due to 
28.	possessio Apatolcz / possessio Apatholcz	 (Barbarić,	Marković	 1998,	
136)
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19. st. i to obnovom starije kapele sv. helene, no i ona se spo-
minje vrlo kasno – prvi put tek u kanonskoj vizitaciji 1615. 
god. (horvat-Levaj 1993a, 283-284; pavleš 2004, 38). Je li na 
mjestu sv. helene stajala nekada starija crkva? I nije li ona 
možda bila posvećena sv. petru te se to odrazilo i na posve-
ćivanju obnovljene crkve u 19. st. istom svecu? Sjetimo se da 
se za posjed Palatahel, koji se u srednjem vijeku nalazio neg-
dje na prostoru gornjeg toka glogovnice, godine 1385. kaže 
da se nalazi in districtu Kemluk penes ecclesiam sancti Petri (pa 
J. Buturac navedeni Sveti petar povezuje sa Svetim petrom 
Orehovcem, a g. heller sa Svetim petrom Čvrstecom). A još 
pet godina ranije, 1380. god., navodi se na tom prostoru cr-
kva sv. Nikole te se, između ostalog, spominje i livada zvana 
Remeterete. Možemo li, s obzirom na sve izrečeno, pomišljati 
kako se na samom položaju Mihalj nekada nalazila crkva sv. 
Mihovila koja je bila pod apatovečkim premonstratencima? 
Osim što je u samom Apatovcu nedvojbeno moralo posto-
jati zdanje koje je predstavljalo vrst središta tog crkvenog 
reda (u suprotnom teško bi upravo to selo u imenu iskaza-
lo vlasničko obilježje), nisu li premonstratenci imali i neke 
objekte na položaju Mihalj? Možda i crkvu posvećenu sv. 
Mihovilu, koja se ne navodi u popisima župa Zagrebačke 
biskupije upravo stoga što je pripadala jirlejskoj prepozituri, 
odnosno nije bila izravno podložna Zagrebačkoj biskupiji? 
Takav je slučaj, konačno, i sa sepulkralskom crkvom sv. Ma-
rije na središnjem sepulkralskom imanju u glogovnici, koja 
nije iskazana niti u popisu iz 1334. niti u onome iz 1501. god. 
te s crkvom sv. Ivana na templarskom, kasnije ivanovačkom 
posjedu glogovnica-Sveti Ivan, koja se smješta na prostor 
sela Ivanca Križevačkog.29 
razmotrimo toponim Remeterete, zabilježen još 1380. 
god. današnja imena mjesta poput remete, remetinec ve-
zuju se uz pavline koji su po imenu red pustinjaka sv. pavla, 
prvog pustinjaka – ordo heremitarum S. Pauli primi heremi-
tae. Kao što smo vidjeli, pavlina u srednjem vijeku nije bilo 
na glogovničkom području, a toponim remeterete postojao 
je već u srednjem vijeku. riječ pustinjaci, odnosno eremi-
ti dolazi od grčkog eremos=samotno, napušteno mjesto. 
Možda je o spomenutoj livadi u drugoj polovici 14. st. kolala 
predaja da je bila mjesto na koje se povlačio neki pustinjak 
ili da je bila u posjedu pustinjačkog reda. premonstratenci 
su crkveni red unutar Katoličke crkve koji je nastao u 12. st., 
a jedan je od redova koji se temelje na pravilima pustinjaka 
sv. Augustina. S druge strane, prema opisu međa posjeda 
Cerovo brdo i Apatovec, čini se da bi položaj Mihalj trebao 
biti obuhvaćen posjedom Cerovo brdo, a ne Apatovcem 
koji je bio premonstratski posjed. Moramo, međutim, spo-
menuti i prisutnost jednog drugog pustinjačkog reda u kri-
ževačkom kraju u srednjem vijeku. radi se o augustincima, 
odnosno redu braće pustinjaka sv. Augustina koji je u 14. 
st. imao svoj samostan u Križevcima i o čijem djelovanju i 









the fact that it belonged to the Jirle prepositure, i.e. it was not 
directly subjected to the Zagreb diocese? This is also the case, 
finally, with a Sepulchrine church of Saint Mary in the central 
Sepulchrine estate in glogovnica, which was not mentioned 
in the 1334 list nor the one from 1501, as well as with the 
church of St. John on the glogovnica-Sveti Ivan (Saint John) 
estate, which first belonged to the Knights Templar and later 
to the Knights hospitaller, and which is located in the area of 
the village of Ivanec Križevački.29
Let us consider the toponym Remeterete, registered as 
early as 1380. The present-day place names such as remete, 
remetinec, are connected with the paulists, an order named 
after the Saint paul the hermit, the first hermit – ordo heremi-
tarum S. Pauli primi heremitae. As we have seen, there were no 
paulists during the Middle Ages in the territory of glogovni-
ca, and the toponym remeterete existed already in the Middle 
Ages. The word “hermit” comes from greek eremos=solitary, 
deserted place. perhaps there was a tradition about the men-
tioned meadow in the second half of the 14th century, that it 
had been a place to which a hermit secluded himself, or that 
it was owned by an eremitic order. The premonstratensians 
are a religious order within the Catholic church, established in 
the 12th century, and one of those that are based on the rules 
of St. Augustine the hermit. On the other hand, based on the 
description of the borders of the Cerovo Brdo and Apatovec 
estates, it appears that the position of Mihalj should be en-
compassed by the Cerovo Brdo estate and not the Apatovac 
one, which was a possession of the premonstratensians. We 
must, however, mention also the presence of another eremi-
tic order in the Križevci area during the Middle Ages. These 
are the Augustines or the Order of the hermit friars of St. Au-
gustine, which had a monastery in Križevci in the 14th century 
and of whose activity and estates we have almost no informa-
tion whatsoever?30
All this makes it clear that the archaeological complex on 
Mihalj with three structures will remain a mystery until it beco-
mes a subject of joint target-oriented investigation of prima-
rily archaeologists, historians and art historians. The historians 
have dedicated a considerable attention to the mediaeval pe-
riod of that area in recent years (r. pavleš), which represented 
a starting point for our archaeological consideration of the 
space. This work for the first time presents the archaeological 
picture of the Mihalj complex with a description and measu-
rements of the structures; the attention of the scholars was 
attracted to the importance of that site, and some theses were 
also put forward, or more accurately said, new questions have 
been raised, the answers to which will be sought only by ar-
chaeological excavations.
What remains now is to look at the question of the time 













T. TKALČEC, VOJAKOVAČKI OSIJEK-MIhALJ, SrEdNJOVJEKOVNI ArhEOLOšKI KOMpLEKS NA gOrNJEM TOKu gLOgOVNICE, prIL. INST. ArhEOL. ZAgrEBu, 24/2007, STr. 453-472.
470
on Mihalj were destroyed. due to large quantity of fired earth 
on the earthen fortification, noticed during the surface sur-
vey, one can assume that the fortification and the church were 
destroyed in a Turkish attack. The Turks attacked these lands 
already during the second half of the 15th century, but more 
intense battles were fought in the 16th century. The nearby 
Križevci became an important military fortification and the 
stronghold of the army that attacked numerous Turkish for-
tifications. In 1586 a battle was waged at the glogovnica stre-
am with the Ottomans, who frequently undertook plundering 
raids along that small river (Sekulić-gvozdanović 1994, 122). 
perhaps Mihalj was destroyed in that year or in one of those 
raids. With time, the local population started plundering sto-
ne from the collapsed church and using it as building material. 
In the second half of the 19th century M. Vrbanec mentioned 
the ruins of sacral buildings on Mihalj. V. palošika, publishing 
information about the positions of Crkvenjak, Barbarica and 
špica, which lie on prominent hills west of the village of donja 
glogovnica, brings an interesting piece of information about 
a hut of the durbek family on Crkvenjak and a hut of Marijan 
Crnčić on špica, of which he learned that its entrance on the 
southern side was built of dressed stones brought from a site 
north of the Glogovnica parish church (palošika 1987, 47, note 
2). perhaps the huts were built of stones from the church on 
Mihalj? Or perhaps from the ruins of the citadel of the glogov-
nica prepositure next to the church of the Assumption of Mary 
in donja glogovnica? In the conducted archaeological excava-
tions there was a visible lack of dressed stones (only three spe-
cimens were found), which was explained by the excavation 
leader as the result of a secondary use in the building of the 
parish house and the surrounding houses (homen 2000, 85). 
however, at the time when the huts on Crkvenjak and špica 
were built, the stone remains of the citadel walls must have 
been already plundered long ago by the surrounding popu-
lation and/or used for construction of some larger structures, 
because on the plateau around the church, and particularly on 
the northern side, where the structures of the citadel were si-
tuated and which was the best suited one in terms of space, a 
cemetery started to be formed probably after the church was 
reconstructed and consecrated in 1666. The burials continued 
in the 18th cent. as well and in fact until the end of the 19th cen-
tury, and some graves damaged the foundations of the citadel 
walls (homen 2000, 84). The source for the dressed stones for 
the mentioned huts, therefore, could not have been the re-
mains of the citadel, but possibly the old sacristy destroyed 



















Iz svega je razvidno kako će mihaljski arheološki kom-
pleks s tri objekta i dalje predstavljati nepoznanicu, sve 
dok ne postane predmetom zajedničkih ciljanih istraživa-
nja prvenstveno arheologa, povjesničara te povjesničara 
umjetnosti. posljednjih su godina povjesničari obratili veću 
pozornost srednjovjekovlju tog kraja (r. pavleš), što nam je 
predstavljalo polaznicu za arheološko sagledavanje prosto-
ra. Ovim radom po prvi put je prikazana arheološka slika 
mihaljskog sklopa s opisima i izmjerama objekata, skrenuta 
je pozornost struke na značaj toga lokaliteta, a iznesene su i 
neke teze, ili točnije, otvorena su nova pitanja na koja odgo-
vore možemo potražiti tek u arheološkim iskopavanjima.
Ostaje nam još osvrnuti se na pitanje vremena stradava-
nja utvrde i crkve (i samostana?) na položaju Mihalj. Zbog 
velike količine zapečene zemlje na zemljanoj utvrdi, zami-
jećene površinskim pregledom terena, za pretpostaviti je 
kako su utvrda i crkva stradale u nekom od turskih napa-
da. Turci su već u drugoj polovici 15. st. napadali te krajeve, 
međutim, intenzivnije borbe su se vodile u 16. st. Obližnji 
Križevci postali su važna vojna utvrda i uporište vojske ko-
ja je napadala brojne turske utvrde. godine 1586. vodila se 
borba na potoku glogovnici s Osmanlijama koji su često po-
duzimali pljačkaške pohode uz tu rječicu (Sekulić-gvozda-
nović 1994, 122). Možda je te godine ili u nekom od tih na-
pada stradao i Mihalj. S vremenom je okolno stanovništvo 
počelo raznositi kamenje od urušene crkve i koristiti ga kao 
građevinski materijal. u drugoj polovici 19. st. M. Vrbanec 
spominje ruševine sakralnih zdanja na Mihalju. V. palošika, 
donoseći podatke o položajima Crkvenjak, Barbarica i špi-
ca, koji se nalaze na istaknutim brjegovima zapadno od sela 
donja glogovnica, daje zanimljivu vijest o klijeti durbeko-
vih na Crkvenjaku te o klijeti Marijana Crnčića na špici, za 
koju je saznao da je njezin ulaz s južne strane bio građen od 
klesanaca dovezenim s nekog lokaliteta sjeverno od glogov-
ničke župne crkve (palošika 1987, 47, bilj. 2). Možda su klijeti 
građene od kamenog materijala crkve s položaja Mihalj? Ili 
pak od ruševina kaštela glogovničke prepoziture uz crkvu 
uznesenja Marijina u donjoj glogovnici? u provedenim ar-
heološkim iskopavanjima zamijećen je nedostatak nalaza 
klesanog kamenja (pronađena su samo tri primjera), što 
voditelj istraživanja objašnjava sekundarnom upotrebom 
u gradnji župnog dvora i okolnih kuća (homen 2000, 85). 
u vrijeme izgradnje klijeti na Crkvenjaku i špici, međutim, 
kamene ostatke zidova kaštela odavno je moralo raznijeti 
okolno stanovništvo i/ili iskoristiti za izgradnju nekih većih 
objekata jer se na zaravni okolo crkve, a osobito na sje-
vernoj strani na kojoj su se nalazili i objekti kaštela a koja 
je i prostorno bila najprikladnija, počelo formirati groblje 
vjerojatno nakon obnove crkve i njezina posvećenja 1666. 
god. ukopavanje je trajalo i u 18. st., pa sve do kraja 19. st., 
a poneki su grobovi oštetili temelje zidova kaštela (homen 
2000, 84). Izvor kamena klesanaca za spomenute klijeti, sto-
ga, nisu mogli biti ostaci kaštela, već eventualno stare sakri-




izvan	 okvira	 naše	 teme,	 a	 posvećena	 je	 raznim	graditeljskim	 i	 umjet-
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(dobronić 1998, 101-102) or, on the other hand, the ruins of 
the building on Mihalj, which lies around 4 km to the north 
upstream the small river of glogovnica. 32
The stone from the walled structures of the Mihalj archa-
eological complex was taken away, but its foundations have 
remained preserved. The earthen fortification, due to the 
secluded wooded sub-Kalnik landscape and the remoteness 
from the village, is known today mostly only to the hunters 
and is therefore well preserved.
The monumental complex on Mihalj certainly deserves 
to be the subject of a multidisciplinary research project, in 
which the archaeological method would represent the basis 
of all subsequent research that would undoubtedly provide 
answers to numerous open questions. Such research would 
provide valuable results not only for the Middle Ages of the 
Kalnik region and the narrower glogovnica area, but also for 
the entire mediaeval Slavonia, that is the zone of the present-
day northern Croatia. We find in that zone numerous remains 
of mediaeval fortifications to which, due to the lack of archa-
eological excavations, in spite of intensified effort on aware-
ness-raising and evaluation of cultural heritage, to this day we 
can not establish a precise chronological frame and the role 
they played in the Middle Ages.
32.	Here	we	have	to	look	at	the	data	about	the	folk	tradition	about	the	exis-
tence	of	a	church	on	the	Crkvenjak	hill,	published	by	L.	Dobronić	(1984,	








also Križno Drvo	 on	 the	 hill	 east	 of	 the	 church	of	 the	BVM	 in	Donja	
Glogovnica	or,	finally,	in	the	wider	Glogovnica	area,	the	church	on	the	
position	of	Mihalj.
obnove crkve (dobronić 1998, 101-102) ili pak ostaci zdanja 
s položaja Mihalj, koji se nalazi oko 4 km sjevernije uzvodno 
rječicom glogovnicom.32 
Kamen iz zidanih objekata mihaljskog arheološkog kom-
pleksa raznesen je, no očuvani su njihovi temelji. Zemljana 
je utvrda, zahvaljujući skrovitom pošumljenom potkalnič-
kom pejzažu i udaljenosti od sela, danas poznata uglavnom 
samo lovcima te je stoga dobro očuvana. 
Spomenički sklop na Mihalju svakako zaslužuje biti obu-
hvaćen multidisciplinarnim istraživačkim projektom u ko-
jem bi arheološka metoda predstavljala temelj svih daljnjih 
istraživanja koja bi zasigurno pružila odgovore na brojna 
otvorena pitanja. Takva bi istraživanja dala dragocjene re-
zultate, ne samo za srednjovjekovlje kalničke regije i užeg 
glogovničkog kraja, već za čitavu srednjovjekovnu Slavo-
niju, odnosno prostor današnje sjeverne hrvatske. Naime, 
na tom prostoru nalazimo brojne ostatke srednjovjekovnih 
utvrda, kojima zbog nedostatka arheoloških istraživanja još 
dan-danas, usprkos pojačanim nastojanjima na osvješćiva-
nju i vrednovanju kulturne baštine, ne možemo odrediti 
precizan vremenski okvir i ulogu koju su obnašale u razdo-
blju srednjeg vijeka.







romaničke	 crkve	 otkriveni	 su	 ispod	 apside	 današnje	 gotičke	 crkve,	 a	
samostan	 se	 zasigurno	nalazio	 južno	od	 crkve,	 a	 ne	 sjeverno.	O	 tome	






tada	 izjednačuje	 s	 tzv.	 Sv.	 Jurjem	u	Glogovnici,	 a	 za	 koju	 je	 kasnije	
dokazano	da	se	nalazi	uz	rijeku	Glogovnicu,	ali	u	Đurđicu,	jugoistočno	
od	Križevaca.	L.	Dobronić	ovdje	navodi	podatke	da	su	 ljudi	sa	samog	
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